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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
 
DATE:  June 17, 2013 
 
TO: State Clearinghouse   FROM:  Melinda Marks 

Responsible Agencies    Executive Officer 
 State Trustee Agencies   San Joaquin River Conservancy 
 Other Public Agencies   5469 E. Olive Avenue 
 Interested Organizations   Fresno, CA 93727 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San Joaquin River Parkway 

Master Plan Update 
 
LEAD AGENCY/SPONSOR:  San Joaquin River Conservancy 
 
PROJECT TITLE: San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update  
   
This NOP has been prepared for the EIR for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update, herein referred to as “Master 
Plan Update” or “Project.”  The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) is the Lead Agency for the preparation of an 
EIR for the proposed Project. The determination to prepare an EIR was made by the Conservancy.  This NOP is prepared in 
compliance with Section 15802 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  The Conservancy is soliciting 
comments on the scope and content of the EIR.  The Conservancy will prepare an EIR to address the environmental impacts 
associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a programmatic level. The programmatic EIR will be qualitative in 
nature. The proposed Project, its location and potential environmental effects are described below.  
 
Members of the public and public agencies are invited to provide comments in writing as to the scope and content of the 
EIR. The Conservancy needs to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information 
that is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed Project. Your agency will need to 
use the EIR prepared by the Conservancy when considering any permit or other approvals for the Project. 
 
Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but no later than the 
close of the 30-day NOP review period on July 17, 2013.  A Scoping Meeting will be held July 9, 2013, at 5:30 PM at the 
Pinedale Community Center, 7170 N. San Pablo Ave., Fresno, CA 93650. 
 
Please mail your comments to Melinda Marks, Executive Officer, at the address shown above or email to  
melinda.marks@sjrc.ca.gov  with “San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update EIR” as the subject.  Please include a 
contact person for your agency. 
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A. Project Location, Description and Objectives 
This section describes the location, the Project description and objectives of the proposed Project.     
 
1. Project Location and Setting 
As shown on Figure 1, the proposed Project is located in the heart of the San Joaquin Valley, a part of the greater area in 
California known as the Central Valley.  The proposed Project extends through portions of Fresno and Madera Counties as 
well as the City of Fresno.  As shown on Figure 2, the Master Plan Update study area, herein referred to as the Parkway Area, 
is on both sides of the San Joaquin River. The river serves as the boundary between the counties of Madera and Fresno.  
The Parkway Area follows the San Joaquin River for an approximately 23-mile reach from river mile 267.6 at the face of 
Friant Dam to Highway 99 at river mile 243.2.  The Parkway Area is generally within the floodplain of the river, and varies in 
width from narrow corridors where the bluffs are close to the river, to broader, less topographically constrained areas. 
 
2. Project History 
The proposed Project is an “update” to the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report 
certified and adopted in December 1997 by the Conservancy.   
 
The San Joaquin River Parkway vision emerged in response to community and government concerns about the future of the 
San Joaquin River, the loss of the San Joaquin Valley's riparian habitat, and the effects of urban development. Additionally, 
there was minimal public access to the river for recreational and educational use, and only one public park in this reach.  
Awareness of the recreational opportunities presented by the river and the need for comprehensive planning and resources 
management among multiple jurisdictions led to enactment of the San Joaquin River Conservancy Act (Sections 32500 to 
32520 of the California Public Resources Code).  
 
The San Joaquin River Conservancy was created by the California Legislature to develop and manage the San Joaquin River 
Parkway, a planned 22-mile natural area and wildlife corridor extending from Friant Dam to State Route 99, with 
interconnected trails, recreation and outdoor education features.  The Conservancy’s statutory mission includes protecting 
the river’s environmental, wildlife, cultural, scientific, agricultural, educational, recreational, scenic, and flood conveyance 
resources of regional and statewide significance.  The Conservancy is mandated to implement the San Joaquin River Parkway 
Master Plan by: 
• Acquiring approximately 5,900 acres of land from willing sellers at fair market value;   
• Improving, operating, and managing those lands for public enjoyment consistent with protection of natural and cultural 

resources; and 
• Protecting, enhancing, and restoring riverine and floodplain habitat and ecological diversity. 
 
3. Project Description & Objectives 
The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years.  The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway development 
projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented.  The development of 
individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate lead agencies subject to separate 
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site-specific CEQA analysis.  The attached Initial Study (IS) evaluates at a programmatic level the potential environmental 
consequences that could occur as a result of adopting and implementing the proposed Master Plan Update.  The 
Conservancy has undertaken the process to prepare the Master Plan Update and will prepare the supporting EIR consistent 
with the findings of the attached IS.   
 
The Master Plan Update provides guidance for a wide range of agencies and organizations involved in developing and 
implementing the Parkway including, but not limited to, the Conservancy, the City of Fresno, the counties of Fresno and 
Madera, the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust (the Parkway Trust), State Lands Commission, the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, the California Wildlife Conservation Board, and the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife.  The Master Plan Update does not affect the land use authorities of the local jurisdictions. 
 
The Parkway Area and the lands and facilities conceptually planned to achieve the Master Plan Update are depicted in Figure 
3.  Existing Parkway lands and facilities, planned Parkway facilities, and Parkway opportunities presented by lands in public 
ownership are illustrated.  Proposed habitat restoration, recreation, and education improvements, including trails, 
interpretative centers, staging areas, and so forth, are depicted in generalized locations and are not intended to be site-
specific.   
 
Additional lands and easements may be acquired within the Parkway Area to connect trails and wildlife movement corridors; 
conserve and improve ecological values, natural resources, and cultural resources; and provide for additional recreational 
and educational opportunities, as envisioned in the Master Plan Update.  The Parkway Area as shown on Figure 2 includes 
lands in private ownership that are eligible for Parkway development, if they are ever acquired for the Parkway through 
willing buyer/willing seller negotiations.  Including private lands within the Parkway Area on a map or describing them in the 
Master Plan Update does not and is not intended to initiate or to represent possible acquisition or Parkway development.  It 
is also anticipated that land dedications, mitigation lands, and land donations will also add to public Parkway lands.   
 
Future site-specific, project-specific actions will determine the ultimate extent and locations of Parkway lands and 
improvements.  Project siting will be based on complex interactions among numerous factors, including: existing riparian 
vegetation and other sensitive plant communities; the potential for habitat restoration; foraging, nesting, and breeding 
habitat; wildlife movement patterns; lands reclaimed from sand and gravel mining; flood hazard areas; visual characteristics  
as viewed from the river and bluffs; existing recreation patterns; current and future recreational needs; available access 
routes into the Parkway; hazards and public safety considerations; location of existing publicly owned land; opportunities to 
purchase private lands or obtain easements; and land use patterns and adjacent land uses. 
 
The Master Plan Update development and implementation may consist of the following:   

1. Acquisition of a total of 5,900 acres of public conservation lands. 
2. Revegetation, restoration, and enhancement of (ultimately) self-sustaining riparian, wetland, floodplain, and 

upland habitats on Conservancy and other public lands; including grading, invasive species management, and 
installation and operation of irrigation systems. 

3. Development, operation, and maintenance of a 23-mile paved primary multiple-use Parkway trail, and a system of 
interconnected secondary, hiking, equestrian, bicycling, and special needs trails. 
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4. Through coordination with affected agencies, rehabilitation of inadequate bridges and crossings and development, 
operation, and maintenance of permanent, temporary, and seasonal bridges and crossings (including weirs, fords, 
culverts, pedestrian decks on vehicle bridges, and other types of crossings) for pedestrian, bicycling, equestrian, 
maintenance, and management uses as necessary and feasible to connect the primary trail system, provide 
separation from roads, and improve safety.   

5. Development, operation, and maintenance of a river non-motorized boating trail consisting of interspersed 
trailered canoe/kayak launches and take-outs, hand-carried boat launches and take-outs, canoe docks, and rest 
stops with picnic tables and restrooms, and providing for boating on internal ponds (primarily non-motorized 
watercraft and fishing boats with small motors).   

6. Development, operation, and maintenance of designated campgrounds, including tent camping and recreational 
vehicle hookups and services.   

7. Development, operation, and maintenance of ancillary facilities and features to support public access and 
recreational uses, and Parkway infrastructure, including but not limited to gates, fences, entrances and access 
roads; trailheads, parking, and staging areas; restrooms; kiosks; children’s play equipment; way-finding, and 
regulatory signs; water service and other utility connections; on-site stormwater drainage, swales, and erosion 
control; drinking fountains; picnic areas and shade structures; Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)/universal 
access accommodations; golf courses, if such facilities are acquired for Parkway purposes; equestrian trail riding; 
non-motorized boating and paddling; and bicycling.   

8. Development, operation, and maintenance of ancillary facilities and features to support educational uses, 
including but not limited to outdoor classrooms and small group amphitheaters; bus parking and turnarounds; 
interpretive signs; turfed areas; displays, exhibits, and outdoor museum features.   

9. Development, operation, and maintenance of vista points, observation decks, and fishing piers and docks. 
10. Development, operation, and maintenance of offices for use by Parkway staff; small storage facilities; 

shops/interfaces for visitor amenities, information and recreational rentals; nurseries; stewardship and park host 
residences; and equipment maintenance yards. 

11. Development, operation, and maintenance of visitor and interpretive centers as feasible. 
12. Development, operation, and maintenance of community-supported small scale farming and agriculture uses 

compatible with resources protection and multiple-use, multiple-benefit land management.     
 
Consistent with Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines a program-level EIR will be prepared to analyze the potential impacts 
of adopting and implementing the Master Plan Update for the Parkway Area.  The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish 
the following objectives: 

• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat conservation 
and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and cultural resource 
conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway development and 
management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on-going 
operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
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• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the impacts of 
Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation.   

 
 
B. Public Agency Approvals 
The Conservancy is the Lead Agency for adoption of the Master Plan Update.  While other agencies may be consulted during 
the Master Plan Update process, their approval is not required for the Master Plan Update adoption.  However, subsequent 
development under the Master Plan Update may require approval of State, federal and local responsible, and trustee 
agencies that may rely on the programmatic EIR for decisions in their areas of expertise.  See a partial list above under 
Project Description & Objectives.  
 
 
C. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed Master Plan Update could potentially affect the following environmental factors and each will be addressed in 
the EIR: 

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology/Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology/Water Quality 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Parks and Recreation 
• Transportation and Traffic 
• Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Figure 1: Regional Vicinity Map 
2. Figure 2: Parkway Area  
3. Figure 3: Conceptual Parkway Master Plan  
4. Initial Study 
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Attachment 4  
Initial Study 

 
 
INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST   
 
 
1. Title:         San Joaquin River Parkway  

Master Plan Update   
        

 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address:        San Joaquin River Conservancy 
         5469 E. Olive Avenue 

Fresno, CA 93727 
 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number:      Melinda Marks 

Executive Officer 
(559) 253-7324 

 
 
4. Location:         City of Fresno 

Fresno and Madera Counties  
 
5. Sponsor’s Name and Address:      San Joaquin River Conservancy 
         5469 E. Olive Avenue   

        Fresno, CA 93727 
 
6. General Plan Land Use Designations:     various designations  
 
 
7. Zoning:         various districts 
 
 
8. Description of Project:       See Notice of Preparation 
 
 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:    See Notice of Preparation 
 
 
10. Other Public Agency Approval Requirements:   The Master Plan Update will be adopted by 

the San Joaquin River Conservancy, without 
over sight or permitting by other agencies.  As 
components of the Master Plan Update are 
implemented various outside agency approv-
als and permits will be required on a project-
by-project basis.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the proposed Master Plan Update, involving 
at least one impact that is a Potentially Significant Impact, as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.  

 Aesthetics  Agriculture & Forestry Resources  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology & Soils 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology & Water Quality 
 Land Use  Mineral Resources  Noise 
 Population & Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities & Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of  
     Significance 
 
Determination:  
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a NEGA-
TIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the Master Plan Update have been made by or agreed to by 
the Conservancy.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless 
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier doc-
ument pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An EIR is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all poten-
tially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the pro-
posed Master Plan Update, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 

Signature Date 
 
 
Melinda Marks Executive Director   

 
Printed Name Title 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
 
I. AESTHETICS 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and historic build-
ings within a State scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?     

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the ar-
ea? 

    

 
DISCUSSION:  
a) The San Joaquin River and its associated riparian and floodplain corridor are a significant visual resource for the 
Parkway Area and the surrounding vicinity.  Implementation of the Master Plan Update would conserve 5,900 acres in 
natural reserves, open space, and low-impact recreational areas, and allow for future development of habitat enhance-
ments, public access and recreation improvements along the 23-mile stretch of the San Joaquin River.  This scenic area 
varies in width from narrow riparian corridors where the river bluffs are steep and close to the river, to broader, less 
topographically constrained floodplains.  Implementation of the Master Plan Update would include planting of native 
trees and vegetation, and the construction of limited structures, such as restrooms, visitor centers, and educational ki-
osks.  The development of structures and facilities would be limited in number, height, and scale such that they would be 
a minor visual element in the overall Parkway Area setting.  The multipurpose trail and vista points would likely result in 
scenic benefits.  In addition, new native vegetation would replace non-native plants, enhancing the riparian vista.  None-
theless, the potential for an adverse effect to scenic vistas will be evaluated in detail in the EIR.  
 
b) There are no scenic highways in proximity to the Parkway Area.1  No impact would occur.  
 
c), d) Future development under the Master Plan Update could introduce new structures that have the potential to in-
troduce new sources of light and to affect the visual character of the Parkway Area and its surroundings.  The potential 
for an increase in daytime glare seen by Parkway Area users or neighbors within the viewsheds on sunny days is limited 
because new reflective surfaces would be limited to cars parked at the staging areas.  The Master Plan Update has a poli-
cy to reduce light pollution and be dark sky compliant.  Day-use facilities proposed in the Master Plan Update would be 
closed at sundown, with minimal security lighting on structures. At campgrounds, campers may have portable lanterns 
and flashlights, but the campgrounds would not be lit after dark, with the exception of security lighting.  The security 
lights would be focused on the ground and on and within structures, and of low wattage compared to typical light stand-
ards.  The potential for degradation of visual character and substantial new sources of light and glare will be evaluated in 
detail in the EIR.  
 
 

                                                           
1 Caltrans, California Scenic Highway Mapping Program, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ 

LandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed on May 16, 2013. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/%0bLandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/%0bLandArch/scenic_highways/index.htm
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farm-

land of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?     

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?     

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or of 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a) The Parkway Area contains Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance.2  The pro-
posed Project may convert agricultural land to habitat conservation, public access, recreation, and other Parkway uses.  
The Master Plan Update includes policies to potentially acquire agricultural lands and easements so that the land can 
remain in agricultural use to buffer Parkway uses from urban uses, and the Master Plan Update includes policies to pro-
tect agricultural land from Parkway uses.  Impacts to agricultural resources will be discussed in detail in the EIR. 
 
b) There are properties within the Parkway Area that are potentially affected by the Master Plan Update within Fresno 
and Madera Counties that are under Williamson Act contract.3  As noted above, the proposed Project may convert agri-
cultural land to habitat conservation, public access, recreation, and other Parkway uses; some of which may be under 
Williamson Act contract. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
c), d) According to 2003 mapping data from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the Parkway 
Area does not contain woodland or forest land cover;4 thus Parkway Area contains no land zoned for Timberland Pro-
duction and no impact would occur.  
 
e) As previously discussed in a) through d), implementation of the Master Plan Update would potentially convert farm-
land to a non-agricultural use and would not convert any forest land to a non-forest use.  Accordingly, the potential im-
pacts from the loss of agricultural lands will be discussed in the EIR; however, there are no impacts resulting from the 
loss or conversion of forest lands no further discussion of this topic is warranted.  See items a) b), c), and d) above.   
 
 

                                                           
2 California Department of Conservation, 2010, Madera County and Fresno County East Important Farmland 2010 

Maps, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2010/, accessed on May 16, 2013. 
3 California Department of Conservation, 2010, Madera County and Fresno County East, California Land Conservation 

(Williamson) Act 2010 Maps, ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/accessed on May 16, 2013. 
4 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire and Resource Assessment Program, Land Cover map, 

http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/statewide/fvegwhr13_map.pdf, accessed on May 16, 2013. 

http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/statewide/fvegwhr13_map.pdf
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III. AIR QUALITY 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the appli-

cable air quality plan?     
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantial-

ly to an existing or projected air quality violation?     
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the project area is in non-
attainment under applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standards (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant con-
centrations?     

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial num-
ber of people?     

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), b), d) The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Air District) is the local agency that regulates stationary 
sources of air pollution.  The air quality monitoring station closest to the project site is located in Clovis.  The Air Dis-
trict’s current air quality plans include the 2012 PM10 Plan and 2008 PM2.5, 2008 PM2.5 Plan, and 2007 PM10 Maintenance 
Plan and,5 and are supported by Air District regulations and rules.  The Master Plan Update includes development of a 
primary multiple use Parkway trail extending 22 miles and creating multi-modal commuting opportunities.  It also in-
cludes policies to facilitate and encourage alternative transportation access to the Parkway, including connections to re-
gional trails and bikeways.  Future development under the Master Plan Update could potentially have significant impacts 
on air quality through additional automobile trips for visitors to the Parkway Area and temporary construction impacts.  
Impacts could include a net increase in criteria pollutants or violating air quality standards.  Further analysis is necessary 
and will be included in the EIR to better assess the extent of air quality impacts. 
 
c) Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in emissions from industrial facilities or commercial pro-
cesses.  Traffic and automobile travel are the most significant sources of air emissions.  The increase of criteria air pollu-
tants and consistency with State and federal air quality standards will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
e) Implementation of the Master Plan Update, which includes facilities for recreational activities, would not create objec-
tionable odors with the exception of temporary odors from asphalt installation on the multi-use trail.  Since asphalt use 
would be minimal and since asphalt odors are temporary, the project would result in a no impact related to the creation 
of objectionable odors. 
 
 

                                                           
5 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Particulate Matter Plans;  

http://www.valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/ 
PM_Plans.htm#2.5-Adopted%20plans, accessed May 16, 2013. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the Cali-
fornia Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the Califor-
nia Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with es-
tablished native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Con-
servation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat con-
servation plan? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), c) The Master Plan Update includes policies to minimize impacts to special status species and to conserve and en-
hance habitat.  However, development under the Master Plan Update would introduce new improvements and recrea-
tional uses throughout the Parkway Area that could result in impacts to sensitive and special status species.  Potential 
impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
b), d) Implementation of the Master Plan Update will conserve riparian corridors and connect wildlife movement corri-
dors; these are primary goals of the plan.  Development under the Master Plan Update would occur in and near the wa-
terway and the riparian corridor and could be expected to contribute to habitat fragmentation, which would interfere 
with wildlife movement.  Potential impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
e) Development within the Parkway Area as a result of implementation of the Master Plan Update would occur in multi-
jurisdictional areas and could potentially conflict with a local policy or ordinance designed to protect biological re-
sources. Potential impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
f) There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in the Parkway Area. The San 
Joaquin River Master Plan Update is considered a regional conservation plan as it establishes goals and policies to guide 
the development of the 23-mile regional green space/parkway and wildlife corridor with an interconnected trail system 
and recreational and educational features.  No impact would occur. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?     
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?     
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 

resource or site or unique geologic feature?     
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 

outside of formal cemeteries?     
 
DISCUSSION: 
a) There are multiple recorded cultural and historical resource sites within or immediately adjacent to the Parkway Area.  
Of the known cultural resources sites some include village locations containing hidden deposits, a possible village, mid-
den deposits, bedrock milling stations, historic trash scatters, bedrock mortar stations, a historic rock dam and a barn.6  
The potential for impacts to historic resources will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
b), c), d) Cultural resources are protected by federal and State regulations and standards, including, but not limited to the 
National Historic Preservation Act, the California Public Resources Code, and the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  Implementation of the Master Plan Update shall comply with these requirements.  Given there are known 
recorded sites within or immediately adjacent to the Parkway Area, potential impacts to cultural resources could occur 
and will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death 
involving: 

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the ar-
ea or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? 

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefac-

tion? 
 iv) Landslides, mudslides or other similar hazards? 

    

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     

                                                           
6 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Joaquin River Parkway Interim Master Plan, Chapter 5.9, Cultural 

Resources, pages 5.9-4 and -5,May 1997.  
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in as noted in 
the 2010 California Building Code creating substantial 
risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a.i) Neither Fresno or Madera counties contain any Alquist-Priolo “special studies” earthquake fault zones.7 No impact 
would occur. 
 
a.ii), iii), iv), c) There are no known faults in the Parkway Area, therefore the likelihood of hazards associated with 
ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, landslides and similar seismic hazards is unlikely.  However, there are 
steep natural bluffs along the river, steep riverbanks, and manmade slopes at the former mining/aggregate extraction 
sites that could create hazardous conditions if a seismic event were to occur in the Parkway Area or adjacent vicinity.   
Structures associated with Master Plan Update implementation generally would consist single residences for stewardship 
hosts and tenants, visitor service buildings for campgrounds and parks, an office, and bridges.  Future development un-
der the Master Plan Update would be required to comply with seismic standards set forth by the California Building 
Code, which would reduce the potential for risks associated with ground shaking.  Impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.    
 
b) Due to the naturally flat topography of the Parkway Area and the nature of the low-impact recreational amenities (e.g. 
hiking, cycling, and canoeing) that could be developed under the Master Plan Update, the proposed project is not antici-
pated to result in substantial erosion.  However, due to the proximity of areas sensitive to erosion, impacts will be evalu-
ated in the EIR.    
 
d) The presence of expansive soils could cause damage to building foundations or floor slabs if volume changes due to 
moisture variations occur in the subgrade materials. Utility lines, roadways, or other project features that cross adjacent 
soil unit boundaries where expansive properties differ could be even more susceptible to damage. As discussed above, 
future development under the Master Plan Update would not include any structures with significant building founda-
tions or floor slabs with the exception of recreational facilities such as a visitor center or bridges; thus the likelihood of 
structural or property damage that would result in personal safety risks and risk of property damage could occur and 
impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.    
 
e) Future development under the Master Plan Update may be served by septic systems, self-contained vault toilet re-
strooms, or connect to existing sewer systems.  Potential impacts will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
  
VII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either di-

rectly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment? 

    

                                                           
7  California Geological Survey, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Table 4: Cities and Counties Affected by Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones as of January 2010, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx, accessed 
May 16, 2013.   

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/affected.aspx
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would facilitate and encourage alternative transportation access via trails 
within the Parkway and interconnecting with regional trails and bikeways.  However, it is anticipated that temporary con-
struction activities and visitors would create new vehicle trips, which would generate GHG emissions.  Potential impacts 
will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
b) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would help implement state and local GHG reduction policies supporting 
non-motorized transportation via pedestrian and bicycle trails, urban greening that reduces heat island effects and energy 
consumption, and restoration and conservation of woodlands to sequester carbon and avoid land conversion.  Master 
plan Update implementation would create protected habitat corridors allowing wildlife movement as they adapt to cli-
mate change.  Potential impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR.    
 
 
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environ-

ment through the routine transport, use or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environ-
ment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of haz-
ardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a signifi-
cant hazard to the public or the environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people re-
siding or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacua-
tion plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where resi-
dences are intermixed with wildlands? 
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DISCUSSION: 
a), b) The development and uses proposed for the Master Plan Update would not involve routine transport of hazardous 
waste, thus no impacts from the operation of recreation and conservation uses would occur.  Potential impacts during 
construction, including potential accidents, from the use of hazardous materials on-site such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lu-
bricating oil, grease, hydraulic fluid, solvents, caulking and paint would be reduced to less-than-significant levels through 
compliance with applicable local, state and federal regulations, as well as the use of standard handling practices followed 
by trained personnel.  Impacts associated with construction will be discussed in the EIR. 
 
c) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would provide for habitat restoration and low-impact public recreation 
(e.g. hiking, cycling, and canoeing) and associated construction.  As discussed in Sections a) and b) above, construction 
activities would be subjected to applicable existing regulations pertinent to hazardous materials use and transport.  Valley 
Oak Elementary School in the Clovis Unified School District is within ¼ mile of the Parkway Area and other schools 
within ½ to ¾ mile of the Parkway Area include the Rio Vista, Norman Liddell, Forkner and Nelson Elementary 
Schools within the Fresno Unified School District and Pinedale Elementary School in the Clovis Unified School District.  
While implementation of the Master Plan Update would not result in substantial hazardous emissions (as described un-
der Sections a) and b) above), impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.  However, due to the proximity of the 
Parkway Area to Valley Oak Elementary School, hazardous materials impacts will be addressed in the EIR. 
 
d) The Parkway Area is not listed on the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database.8 No 
impact would occur.   
 
e), f) Portions of the Parkway Area are located within two miles of the privately owned public-use Sierra Sky Park Air-
port in the City of Fresno and the privately owned private-use Arnold Ranch Airport in Madera County.  The Fresno 
Yosemite International Airport is approximately 8 or more miles from the Parkway Area.    While the  Sierra Sky Park 
runway is adjacent to the Milburn and Islewood units of the Parkway, no residences and few daily employment opportu-
nities would be introduced at these locations through the implementation of the Master Plan Update.  While impacts 
would likely be less than significant, impacts associated with airport hazards will be discussed further in the EIR.   
 
g) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not involve any changes to public streets, roads, or evacuation in-
frastructure and does not include the development of any features that would impair the implementation of the emer-
gency operation plans of the City of Fresno and Counties of Madera and Fresno.9, 10, 11  Implementation of the Master 
Plan Update will result in new emergency response and rescue access routes within the Parkway Area.  Currently, County 
of Fresno Parks and the Sheriff’s Offices of Madera and Fresno counties work together to evacuate and close lands 
along the river during emergencies, such as during flood conditions.  This system will continue under the proposed Pro-
ject.  Furthermore, the Master Plan Update includes policies to coordinate with enforcement and response agencies to 
identify and designate emergency access points throughout the Parkway Area.  Therefore, while impacts would be less-
than-significant impacts will be discussed further in the EIR. 
 
h) The Parkway Area is designated as having moderate to high fire threat by the California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection (CAL FIRE).12  Implementation of the Master Plan Update will result in stewardship residences, 
campgrounds, and visitor centers and service structures.  Impacts will be discussed in the EIR.  
 
 
 

                                                           
8 California Department of Toxic Substance Control, http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/mapfull.asp?global, ac-

cessed May 16, 2013. 
9 City of Fresno, Emergency Operations Plan, 2008.  
10 County of Fresno, Standardized Emergency Management System, 1995, 

http://www.co.fresno.ca.us/DivisionPage.aspx?id=1568, accessed May 16, 2013. 
11County of Madera, Emergency Operations Plan, 2010. 
12 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire Hazard Severity Zones in State Responsibility Area 

(SRA), http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_statewide.php, accessed May 16, 2013. 

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/mapfull.asp?global
http://www.co.fresno.ca.us/DivisionPage.aspx?id=1568
http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fire_prevention_wildland_statewide.php
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements?     
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a significant 
lowering of the local groundwater table level? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would re-
sult in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?     

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as 
a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 
DISCUSSION: 
a), f) The proposed Project would have a significant impact if it violated water quality standards or waste discharge re-
quirements, or otherwise degraded water quality.  New restroom facilities would be constructed under the Master Plan 
Update that would produce waste that could potentially violate discharge policies if not properly constructed and man-
aged.  Additionally, storm water runoff from the recreational improvements, especially during construction, could result 
in a potentially significant impact to water quality.  Accordingly, impacts will be discussed in the EIR.  
 
b) Future development under the Master Plan Update would not involve significant domestic water use facilities.  Water 
use facilities associated with the proposed recreational amenities could include drinking fountains, toilets and sinks.  The 
facilities would be served wells that meet State of California water quality standards.  Implementation of the Master Plan 
Update would include irrigation (temporary and ongoing).  The impacts to groundwater would be discussed in the EIR.  
 
c), d,) Development that could occur through implementation of the Master Plan Update would not alter the course of 
the San Joaquin River or associated tributaries.  However, some amenities may impact the floodway and the 100-year 
floodplain of the San Joaquin River; thus impacts will be discussed in the EIR.    
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e) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not result in the use of any existing or planned community storm-
water drainage system in Madera or Fresno counties and no capacity thresholds would be exceeded.  Stormwater in the 
Parkway Area will be managed on-site, with properly designed stormwater quality management facilities.  Due to the 
proximity of the proposed Project to the river, potential impacts on water quality due to stormwater runoff will be eval-
uated in the EIR.      
 
g)  No housing will be maintained or created in the 100-year floodplain through implementation of the Master Plan Up-
date.  No impacts will occur.  
 
h) Portions of the Parkway Area are located within the 100-year floodplain.  Structures to be constructed to implement 
the Parkway Master Plan Update will be located outside the 100-year floodplain, or built at elevations above the 100-year 
floodplain, or designed to pass and convey flows.  Potential impacts will be discussed in the EIR.  
 
i) Should Friant Dam fail, portions of the Parkway Area would be subject to inundation.  The Master Plan Update in-
cludes policies regarding public advisories and evacuation.  Potential impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
j) A seiche is a wave that oscillates in lakes, bays, or gulfs from a few minutes to a few hours as a result of seismic or 
atmospheric disturbances. A tsunami is a very large ocean wave caused by an underwater earthquake or volcanic erup-
tion.  Hazards associated with mudflow typically affect structures that are located at the base of slopes or within close 
proximity to the area of flow.  The potential for mudflows to impact the Parkway Area may be high because the Parkway 
Area is located along the river channel below the Friant Dam.  However, development under the Master would not be 
subject to tsunami inundation13 and the likelihood of a seiche is also low due to the low seismic activity in the vicinity of 
the Parkway Area (see Section VI above).  Accordingly, potential impacts due to mud flow hazards will be evaluated in 
detail in the EIR. 
 
 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Physically divide an established community?     
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopt-
ed for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an envi-
ronmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?     

 
DISCUSSION: 
a) The Master Plan Update would result in a significant impact if it would lead to new development or physical features 
that would divide existing communities.  An example of a physical feature that would divide an existing community is an 
airport, roadway, or railroad track.  The San Joaquin River divides the communities on the north and south, with only 
three transportation corridors crossing it in the Parkway Area.  The Master Plan Update would retain the existing devel-
opment patterns and does not propose any new roadways or other physical features through existing communities that 
would create new barriers.  Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not interfere with future crossing to con-
nect the communities.  The Master Plan Update implements a multi-use regional trail that would better connect the 
communities adjacent to the Parkway Area.  Additionally, the Master Plan Update would not have the potential to divide 
existing communities by introducing incompatible land uses into existing communities.  As a result, the project would 
have no impact in terms of physically dividing a community. 
                                                           

13 California Emergency Management Agency, Tsunami Inundation Maps, accessed May 16, 2013. 
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b) The Master Plan Update has been prepared in consideration of the General Plans and other relevant plans and poli-
cies of the City of Fresno, County of Fresno, and County of Madera.  As there are various other park and recreation 
plans and federal, state, and local agencies with programs, permitting authority, policies, and responsibilities that affect 
the Parkway Area, this topic will be evaluated in the EIR.   
 
c) There is currently not a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan that is applicable to the 
Parkway Area.  Rather, the Master Plan Update is a regional habitat conservation plan applicable the Parkway Area.  The 
Master Plan Update guides the development of the regional green space/parkway and wildlife corridor.  Therefore, there 
would be no impact to habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans. 
 
 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral re-

source that would be of value to the region and the resi-
dents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local gen-
eral plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), b) There are active sand and gravel mines and mineral producers in the Parkway Area with permits that expire in in 
the next few years—the economically viable mineral resources of the area may be largely exhausted within that time.  
The San Joaquin River Restoration Program may require local gravel sources to restore spawning beds.  Implementation 
of the Master Plan Update would not interfere with the existing sand and gravel mining operations, and would not pre-
clude the excavation of mineral resources.  Goals and policies of the proposed plan specifically address mineral re-
sources within the Parkway Area.  Impacts to mineral resources will be evaluated in the EIR. 
 
 
XII. NOISE 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 

excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or ground borne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), c), d) The recreational uses that will be accommodated within the Parkway Area include low-intensity recreational 
activities, such as hiking, canoeing, and camping.  Noise generated by these types of uses is not excessive, and is con-
sistent with the open space, agricultural, and residential nature of the Parkway Area.  Under the Master Plan Update, 
buffers among recreational uses and between recreational uses and habitat and residences are required which will mini-
mize noise conflicts.  Parkway Area users would not be exposed to noise levels in excess of any local standards.  Fur-
thermore, noise generated during construction would be short-term and temporary.  Therefore, implementation of the 
Master Plan Update would not create significant noise.  Nonetheless, the potential for noise related impacts will be dis-
cussed in detail in the EIR. 
 
b) The recreational uses that will be accommodated within the Parkway Area through implementation of the Master Plan 
Update would include low-intensity recreational activities, such as hiking, canoeing, and camping.  The construction and 
operation of these types of facilities would not exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or ground borne noise levels.  Accordingly, no impact from the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
ground borne noise levels would occur and no further discussion is warranted. 
 
e), f) Portions of the Parkway Area are located within two miles of the privately owned public-use Sierra Sky Airport in 
the City of Fresno and the privately owned private-use Arnold Ranch Airport in Madera County.  The Fresno Yosemite 
International Airport is approximately 8 or more miles from the Parkway Area, therefore airport noise for visitors and 
employees will be no greater than for other areas in the community.  Light aircraft from the Sierra Sky Park will fly di-
rectly over the Milburn and Islewood units of the Parkway; however, given the light traffic, types of planes, and vertical 
distance to the floodplain (well below the airport elevation), there would be no noise impacts related to airports.  
 
 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, neces-
sitating the construction of replacement housing else-
where? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     

 
DISCUSSION: 
a) The Master Plan Update, a policy document to preserve, protect, and restore the natural and cultural resources of the 
San Joaquin River and floodplain in the Parkway Area reach would allow for public recreation (e.g. hiking, cycling, and 
canoeing) consistent with the conservation of these resources.  These types of recreational amenities are anticipated to 
result in a temporary population.  This population will not constitute a substantial increase from existing conditions and, 
furthermore, will be temporary with most campers, trail users, and recreational river users present during weekends and 
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holidays.  While implementation of the Master Plan Update would provide incentive for an increased in temporary 
population as described, it would not provide substantial job opportunities that could result in additional permanent 
population growth requiring new housing.  Furthermore, implementation of the Master Plan Update would not create 
new connecting roadways and other utilities infrastructure that would pave the way for additional permanent housing in 
the Parkway Area vicinity. The San Joaquin Master Plan has been envisioned since 1997 and the improvements pro-
posed under the Master Plan Update are not of such a grand scale that would induce growth beyond what has been 
planned for in the Madera County General Plan (2010), Fresno County General Plan (2003) and the City of Fresno 
General Plan (2002).  While impacts to population growth would be less-than-significant, impacts will be discussed fur-
ther in the EIR.  
 
b), c) There are no urban density housing developments in the Parkway Area.  The few rural residential developments 
are not expected to become part of Parkway development.  A small number of individual rural residences may be ac-
quired from willing sellers to implement the Master Plan Update.  As a result, the proposed Project would not displace 
people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  No impact would occur. 
 
 
 
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physi-
cally altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construc-
tion of which could cause significant environmental im-
pacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, re-
sponse times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

    

 Fire protection?     
 Police protection?     
 Schools?     
 Parks?     
 Other public facilities     
 
DISCUSSION: 
a) Fire Protection: The proposed Project would create permanent open space wildlands and manage them for habiat 
purposes, and increase public use of these lands.  The acreage of public open space and recreational lands that require 
fire protection services would increase, while the acreage of private land requiring services would decrease.  All struc-
tures constructed as part of the Master Plan Update would comply with regulations and be subject to governing agency 
approval.   All new facilities will meet applicable fire prevention and protection regulations.  The provision of fire service 
will continue under the same system as in current conditions.  Impacts to fire protection services will be discussed in the 
EIR.   
 
Police: Police protection services are currently provided to the Parkway in the normal course of duties by the Fresno and 
Madera County Sheriff’s Offices, City of Fresno Police Department, and Fish and Wildlife Wardens at various locations.  
State Parks rangers may provide services in the immediate vicinity of Millerton Lake State Recreation Area.  Implementa-
tion of the Master Plan Update would result in increased visitation of the Parkway Area, and increase the need for police 
services, especially during peak use and/or special events.  Impacts to police protection services will be discussed in the 
EIR.  
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Schools:  The project would not include the development of new schools nor would it increase the residential popula-
tion.  Therefore, there would be no impact to the provision of schools. 
 
Parks:  The proposed project will not generate additional residential population that could result in increased demand for 
parks.  Implementation of the Master Plan Update would create new and enhance existing recreational areas, facilities 
and opportunities in the Parkway Area.  No Master Plan Update project will be developed unless the service demand 
generated by the project can be met by the project sponsor.   However, since the porposed Project will increase the de-
mand for park services, this potential impact will be discussed in the EIR.  
 
Other Facilities:  
Implementation of the Master Plan Update would not impact any other public facilities. 
 
 
XV. RECREATION 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighbor-

hood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the envi-
ronment? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a) The proposed Project will consist of developing new and enhancing existing parks and is expected to result in in-
creased use of the Parkway Area.  Currently, the Parkway Area is underused in relation to its full potential.  Improve-
ments implemented under the Master Plan Update will create additional opportunities for the public to recreate, and 
would help to satisfy an existing need for parkland and recreational facilities in the region.  The Master Plan Update will 
be designed to accommodate this increased use, with a range of facilities provided.   The Master Plan Update would not 
result in additional need for other neighborhood or regional parks.  As a result, a no impact would occur. 
 
b)  As discussed throughout this Initial Study, the implementation of the Master Plan Update in and of itself will result in 
both the construction of new and expansion of existing recreational facilities that could have potential adverse effects on 
the environment.  However, as discussed in Section XIII above, implementation of the Master Plan Update would not 
induce substantial permanent population growth that would require the construction of new or expanded facilities be-
yond those contemplated under the proposed Project that could result in adverse physical effect on the environment. 
Potential adverse impacts of the proposed Project as a result of expanded and new recreational facilities will be evaluated 
in the EIR.   
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the perfor-
mance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-
motorized travel and relevant components of the circu-
lation system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other stand-
ards established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or in-
compatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs re-

garding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), b) Implementation of the Master Plan Update’s would increase vehicle trips to the Parkway Area.  Potential impacts 
associated with increased traffic levels will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
 
c) The Parkway Area is located within two miles of the privately owned public-use Sierra Sky Airport in the City of Fres-
no and the privately owned private-use Arnold Ranch Airport in Madera County.  The Fresno Yosemite International 
Airport is approximately 8 miles from the Parkway Area.  The Master Plan Update does not propose any land uses 
which could disrupt air traffic patterns. No impact would occur. 
 
d) Implementation of the Master Plan Update would create new roadways and new uses within the Parkway Area.  The 
potential for  traffic hazards impacts will be discussed in the EIR.  
 
e) Future habitat conservation and recreational land uses dispersed throughout the Parkway Area would not obstruct 
emergency access or evacuation routes. In addition, site design for individual projects would be designed and built ac-
cording to applicable standards, further ensuring that emergency access by fire or emergency services personnel would 
not be impaired.  Emergency access impacts will be discussed in the EIR.   
 
f) The Master Plan Update includes policies to facilitate and encourage alternative transportation access to the Parkway, 
including connections to regional trails, bikeways, and transit systems.  An evaluation of the Master Plan Update’s con-
sistency with relevant transportation plans such as the Fresno County Regional Bikeways Plan would be included in the 
EIR. 
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the Plan Components:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the appli-

cable Regional Water Quality Control Board?     
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause signifi-
cant environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environ-
mental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commit-
ments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regula-
tions related to solid waste?     

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), b), c), e), f), Improvements and services proposed under the Master Plan Update would not require substantial utili-
ties and service systems; however, implementation of the Master Plan Update could potentially impact water supply sys-
tems, wastewater treatment systems, stormwater drainage, and solid waste disposal.  Construction of new or expansion 
of existing facilities may be required including but not limited to wells for irrigation and drinking water; plumbed, water-
less, temporary, or seasonal restrooms; and stormwater runoff swales and drainage.  The potential impacts to utilities and 
service systems from development under the proposed Master Plan Update will be evaluated in detail in the EIR.   
 
d)  No new or expanded entitlements to water supplies are required to implement the Master Plan Update EIR.  No 
impact would occur.  
 
g) Wastes generated through implementation of the project are limited to typical municipal solid wastes, recyclables, and 
green wastes generated by visitors and employees.  These wastes will be managed in full compliance with federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  No impacts would occur.     
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Would the Project:   

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quali-

ty of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually lim-
ited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other cur-
rent projects, and the effects of probable future pro-
jects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, ei-
ther directly or indirectly? 

    

 
DISCUSSION: 
a), c) Potential impacts to the environment will be evaluated in detail in the EIR 
 
b) Potential cumulative impacts will be evaluated in detail in the EIR. 
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A P P E N D I X  B  

S C O P I N G  C O M M E N T S  
 
 
State Agencies 

1. State Water Resources Control Board, 7/3/13 
2. Caltrans, 7/15/13 
3. Central Valley Flood Protection Board, 7/15/13 
4. State Lands Commission, 7/17/13 
5. Department of Fish and Wildlife, 7/18/13 

 
Local Agencies 

1. Northern Valley Yokut/Ohlone/Miwuk, 7/15/13 
2. County of Fresno - Supervisor Borgeas, 7/16/13 
3. Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District., 7/16/13 
4. City of Fresno - Mayor Swearengin, 7/17/13 
5. San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, 7/17/13 
6. Consolidated Mosquito Abatement District, 7/18/13 
7. Choinumni Tribe of Yokuts of the Central Valley, 7/19/13 
8. San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 7/29/13 

 
General Public 

1. Crystal Ansay, 7/9/13 
2. Vishnu and Lavanya Bobba, 7/9/13 
3. Elizabeth Campos, 7/9/13 
4. Todd and Joyce Cregar, 7/9/13 
5. Debbie Fortney, 7/9/13 



........................................................................................................................ 

6. Juan David Garza, 7/9/13 
7. Yasmin Garza, 7/9/13 
8. Fabiola Gonzalez, 7/9/13 
9. Maricela Hernandez, 7/9/13 
10. Alix Hillis, 7/9/13 
11. Justin Landis, 7/9/13 
12. Shannon Martin, 7/9/13 
13. Marty and Lela Mayfohrt, 7/9/13 
14. Peter Mehas, 7/9/13 
15. Cesar Rodriguez, 7/9/13 
16. MaryJane Skjellerup, 7/9/13 
17. John Terzian, 7/9/13 
18. Tom Thomas, 7/9/13 
19. Darla Togo, 7/9/13 
20. Chia Vang, 7/9/13 
21. Mai Ker Vue, 7/9/13 
22. Riley Walter, 7/9/13 
23. Ka Lia Yang, 7/9/13 
24. Barry Bauer, 7/11/13 
25. Curtis Cole, 7/13/13 
26. James Horn, 7/13/13 
27. Fred Mahoney, 7/15/13 
28. Gerald D. Vinnard, 7/15/13 
29. James and Rhoda Gonzales, 7/16/13 
30. Radley Reep, 7/17/13 
31. Pete Weber, 7/17/13 
32. Maricela Hernandez - students, 7/18/13 
33. Tara Brown-Jackley, 7/21/13 
34. Judy and Herb Morgenstern, 7/22/13 
35. Tom Wright, 7/22/13 
36. Thomas Holyoke, 7/25/13 
37. Candy Barnes, 7/27/13 
38. Georgia Murach, 7/29/13 
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State Agencies 

1. State Water Resources Control Board, 7/3/13 
2. Caltrans, 7/15/13 
3. Central Valley Flood Protection Board, 7/15/13 
4. State Lands Commission, 7/17/13 
5. Department of Fish and Wildlife, 7/18/13 
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O A L I F OR N IA 

Water Boards 

State Water Resources Control Board 

JUL O 3 2013 
Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 East Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

EOMUN0 G. BROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR SAN JOAQUIN RIVER CONSERVANCY 
(CONSERVANCY); SAN JOAQUIN RIVER PARKWAY MASTER PLAN UPDATE (PROJECT); 
MADERA COUNTY; STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2013061035 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above document. We understand that the 
Conservancy is not currently pursuing Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) financing 
for this Project. As a funding agency and a state agency with jurisdiction by law to preserve, 
enhance, and restore the quality of California's water resources, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (State Water Board) is providing the following information on the preparation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document for the Project. 

The Conservancy may want to consider the CWSRF Program to provide funding for future 
construction. The State Wate·r Board, Division of Financial Assistance, is responsible for 
administering the CWSRF Program. The primary purpose for the CWSRF Program is to 
implement the Clean Water Act and various state laws by providing financial assistance for 
wastewater treatment facilities necessary to prevent water pollution, recycle water, correct 
nonpoint source and storm drainage pollution problems, provide for estuary enhancement, and 
thereby protect and promote health, safety and welfare of the inhabitants of the state. The 
CWSRF Program provides low-interest funding equal to one-half of the most recent State 
General Obligation Bond Rates with a 20-year term. Applications are accepted and processed 
continuously. Please refer to the State Water Board's CWSRF website at: 
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/grants loans/srf/index.shtml. 

The CWSRF Program is partially funded by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
and requires additional "CEQA-Plus" environmental documentation and review. Four 
enclosures are included that further explain the CWSRF Program environmental review process 
and the additional federal requirements. The State Water Board is required to consult directly 
with agencies responsible for implementing federal environmental laws and regulations. Any 
environmental issues raised by federal agencies or their representatives will need to be 
resolved prior to State Water Board approval of a CWSRF financing commitment for the 
proposed Project. For further information on the CWSRF Program, please contact Mr. Ahmad 
Kashkoli, at (916) 341-5855. 

FELICIA MARCUS, CHAIR I THOMAS H OWARD, EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

RECEIVED 

j\JL_l 2 20\3 
1001 I Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 I Malling Address: P.O. Box 100, Sacramento. Ca 95812-0100 I www.watorboards.ca.gov 
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It is important to note that prior to a CWSRF financing commitment, projects are subject to 
provisions of the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA}, and must obtain Section 7 clearance 
from the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS}, and/or 
the United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for any potential effects to special-status species. . . 

Please be advised that the State Water Board will consult with USFWS, and/or NMFS regarding 
all federal special-status species that the Project has the potential to· impact if the Project is to 
be funded under the CWSRF Program. The Conservancy will need to identify whether the 
Project will involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects such as 
growth inducement, that may affect federally listed threatened, endangered, or candidate 
species that are known, or have a potential to occur on-site, in the surrounding areas, or in the 
service area, and to identify applicable conservation measures to reduce such effects. 

In addition, CWSRF projects must comply with federal laws pertaining to cultural resources, 
specifically Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). The State 
Water Board has responsibility for ensuring compliance with Section 106, and must consult 
directly with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). SHPO consultation is 
initiated when sufficient information is provided by the CWSRF applicant. If the Conservancy 
decides to pursue CWSRF financing, please retain a consultant that meets the Secretary of the 
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch stnds 9.htm) to 
prepare a Section 106 compliance report. 

Note that the Conservancy will need to identify the Area of Potential Effects (APE), including 
construction and staging areas, and the depth of any excavation. The APE is three-dimensional 
and includes all areas that may be affected by the Project. The APE includes the surface area 
and extends below ground to the depth of any Project excavations. The records search request 
should be made for an area larger than the APE. The appropriate area varies for different 
projects but should be drawn large enough to provide information on what types of sites may 
exist in the vicinity. 

Other federal requirements pertinent to the Project under the CWSRF Program include the 
following: 

A. Compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act: (a) Provide air quality studies that may have 
been done for the Project; and (b) if the Project is in a nonattainment area or attainment 
area subject to a maintenance plan; (i) provide a summary of the estimated emissions 
(in tons per year) that are expected from both the construction and operation of the 
Project for each federal criteria pollutant in a nonattainment or maintenance area, and 
indicate if the nonattainment designation is moderate, serious, or severe (if applicable); 
(ii) if emissions are above the federal de minimis levels, but the Project is sized to meet 
only the needs of current population projections that are used in the approved State 
Implementation Plan for air quality, quantitatively indicate how the proposed capacity 
increase was calculated using population projections. 

B. Compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act: Identify whether the Project is 
within a coastal zone and the status of any coordination with the California Coastal 
Commission. 
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C. Protection of Wetlands: Identify any portion of the proposed Project area that should be 
evaluated for wetlands or United States waters delineation by the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), or requires a permit from the USACE, and identify the 
status of coordination with the USACE. 

D. Compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act: Identify whether the Project will 
result in the conversion of farmland. State the status of farmland (Prime, Unique, or 
Local and Statewide Importance) in the Project area and determine if this area is under a 
Williamson Act Contract. 

E. Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act: List any birds protected under this act 
that may be impacted by the Project and identify conservation measures to minimize 
impacts. 

F. Compliance with the Flood Plain Management Act: Identify whether or not the Project is 
in a Flood Management Zone and include a copy of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency flood zone maps for the area. 

G. Compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: Identify whether or not any Wild and 
Scenic Rivers would be potentially impacted by the Project and include conservation 
measures to minimize such impacts. 

Following the preparation of the draft EIR for the Project, please provide us a copy of the 
document to review if the Conservancy is considering CWSRF financing. In addition, we would 
appreciate notices of any hearings or meetings held regarding environmental review for the 
Project. 

Thank you once again for the opportunity to review your NOP, and the consideration of the 
CWSRF for the financing of the Conservancy's future projects. We have no further comments 
at this time. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (916) 
341-5855, or by email at AKashkoli@waterboards.ca.gov, or contact Christopher Bruni at (916) 
341-5799, or by email at CBruni@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Ahmad Kashkoli 
Senior Environmental Scientist 

Enclosures ( 4) 

1. SRF & CEQA-Plus 
2. Quick Reference Guide to CEQA Requirements for State Revolving Fund Loans 
3. Instructions and Guidance for "Environmental Compliance Information" 
4. Basic Criteria for Cultural Resources Reports 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
(Re: SCH# 2013061035) 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 



If project emissions are below the "de 
minim is" levels and less than 10%-of-the 
·emissions inventory for the oon
attainment or maintenance area, then: 

• Further general conformity 
analysis is nat required. 

If project emissions are above 1he "de 
minirnis" levels: 

• A conformity determination for 
the area must--be made. 

A conformity determination can be made if 
facilities are sized to meet Jhe needs bf 
current population projections t.ised in ah 
approved State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) for a1r quality. Using popufation !'• 

projections, applicants must quan(ify their 
description of how the .proposed capadty 
increase was calculated. 

iai<(,jt'·. 
g£~Eff#'Mr@f4 ~~; 

S~ction 1.06 of the NHPA requires.federal 
agencies t0. take into account effeets on -,: 
historic properties caused by federal 
actions (such as funding SRt= projects) 
and to provide· the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) a 
reasonable opportunity to commenfon 
such undertal<ings through consurtatiori 
with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) and with interested Indian 
Tribes and indiViduals. 

*USEPA has delegated to the State 
Water Board the responsibility for 
carrying out the requirements of 
Section 106 of the NHPA. 

Historic properties include: 
• Archaeological sites. 
• Historic era buildings. 
~ Traditional cultural properties: 

Starting point for the 106 process: 
Applicant:s record sear.ch and cultural 
resource documents prepared for CEQA. 

$tate·water Board1s Cultural Resource 
Offic~r (CRO) requires: 

• Copies of alt original maps.and 
studies for .consultation wfth 
SHPO. 

If your project. has the potential to affE?ct 
h1storic-prope°rties the consultatfon . 
pr0cess· can be quite. l~ngtnl · P-lea$Ef 
tonfact th~~ CR'O early in YQOr pl~nning 
process to discuss what additional 
information may. be needed for .your 
specific project. 

Environmental Review Proces..s 
Guideliijes for $tate RevoJvin.g Fund 
Loan Applicants document pr.ovides 
additional·information on the review 
pr-0cess ana can. be found on the, Stpte 
Water Board's web site located at: 

http://www.waterboards.ca.govJfunding 
/srf.html 

Water Boards 
, .. • , <'I A I ~ II •• , .. • • i ; j ~ I , • • /, • ;, , · • ,. ,_ '- (, 
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SRF~& 
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CEQA;PLUS 
Environmental Review for State - ~~ ~ -

Revolving Fund (SRf) Loan 
Applicants 

WHAT~ WH:Y:~. HOW -

State Water Resources Contro.l Board 
Division of Financial Assistance 

November 2005 
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The SRF Loan Program is partially funded 
by the U.S. Ehvironrrfenta l Protection 
Agency (USEPA) and subject to federal _ 
environmerital regulations, including the 
Endangered·Spedes Acf(ESA), the 
Nati0nal Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 
and the General Conformity Rule for the -
Cle.:m Air .A.ct (CM), amo}lg 0thers. Federal 
agencies"".have their own poJicies on now 
they comply with federal environmental 
laws. Instead of the Natiemal EnvirontneRtal 
Policy Act (N~ PA), USEPA has chosen· to 
use the California Environm~ntaf Quality Act 
(CEQA) as the comp1iance base for 
California's SRF Loa1;1 ~r0gram, ,in addition 
to compliancewjth ESA, NHPA and CAA 
Collectively~ the State Water Board calls 
these- requirements CEQA-Plus. 
Additional federal regulatiQns afso may 
apply. 

Lead Agenc~ The Appli'cant 

Duties; 

• Prepare, circulate and consid~r the 
environmer:ital q,ecuments prior to 
appro)ling tt.le. proj~ct, 

• Provide the State Water floar<l with 
eight (&) copies o.f tne applicant's CEQA 
documents. 

Responsible Agency: State Water 
Board, Division of Fina11cial A~sistance 

Duties: 

• Acting on behalf of USEPA, review and 
consider the G'EQA documents before 
approving tt).e project's funding. 

• Make -findings as to the adequacy of the 
documents and require-additionc!.1 
studies or documentation, as needed. 

• Distribute the applicant's CEQA 
documents to selected federal agencies 
for review-and commer.11' before making 
a d~termination on adequacy, {This -
distribution ~s iA addition to the standard 
State-Clearinghouse distribution und~r 
C!;QA.) - -

*The applical')t must address ~II 
comments by federal agencies ~efore 
funding is approved. 

:.s~~-~':' 'ir!",."(~'tt" ~~ -~ 

Etl_lA'l,G;E8EjJJ_,:~ _ 
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Non-fede,ral Representative (for all 
wa'stewater and water reclamation projects 
in California that-involve-an SRF loan): 
State Water Board 

State Water Board - Environmental 
Services Staff (ES) reviews SR.F prg>jects 
fo ~etermihe potential effects.:gn fed~rally, 
list~d specie~s. . 

Applicant Duties:, 

·• At the earliest possible <tat~, provide 
E$ with: 
• Species lists. 
. • Biological assessmen__ts. 
• Other documents related to 

proj~ct effects on sens·itive 
~pecies: 

• Notify ES ea_rly during the-planning 
process of any issues regarding 
sensitive species. 

/ 

ES Duties: 

• Confer informafly with the U.S. F-ish 
and Wildlife S.er,vrce (USFWS) ~md/or 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), as necessary. • 

• Evaluate and inform USFWS/NMFS 
of project impacts to federally listed 
species. 

• Ask USEPA to requestform~I 
consultation if ES, in conjunction with 
HSPWS/NMFS~ determinE}s-th~t a 
project will adversely _affect a federally 
lfstecl·species. · 

*USEPA will act as the lead agency in 
the formal consultation process. ln 
response to ., formal .request from 
USl;PA, USFWS/NMFS may have u·p -to 
90 days to prepare a biological 
opinion. The pr.ocess can last 1'35 days 
or lon9er. 

~~~ « ,, , 
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CAA general conformity analysis 
applies only to prQjects in areas: 

• Not meeting National Ambren-t Air 
Quality Standards•(NAAQS). 

• Subjectto a maintenance plan. 

An analysis is nec::essary for each criteria 
pollutant below for which an area is 
consid_ered as be1ng in nonattainment or 
maintenance: 
•-ozone • sulfur dioxide .... 
• carbon mQno~ide • lead 
■ nitrogen dioxide ■, i nhalable 

particulate matter 



Cultural Resources 
Compliance with 

Federal Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• Current records search with maps 
showing all sites and surveys 
drawn in relation to the project 
area. 

• Native American consultation. 

• Instructions as to how to get started 
are found in the CEQA Guidelines, 
since these two items are basic to 
any cultural resources review. 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act 

Information Needed From the 
Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
project is within jurisdiction of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
project will impact any Wild and 
Scenic Rivers. 

Other Requirements 
Information Needed from the 

Applicant: 

• Eight (8) copies of the final CEQA 
document. 

e A date-stamped copy of the Notice 
of Determination or the Notice of 
Exemption filed with the Governor's 
Office of Planning and Research 
and a receipt of the filling fees paid 
to the California Department of Fish 
and Game for Negative 
Declarations (ND) or Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIR). 

• A copy of the Resolution from the 
lead agency, approving or certifying 
the CEQA document and their 
project. Note: The CEQA 
Guidelines uses "approve" or 
"adopt" for ND and "certify" for EIR. 

Quick Reference 
Guide 
to the 

California 
Environmental 

Quality Act 
(CEQA)-Plus 

Requirements 
for 

State Revolving Fund 
Loans 

Guide to Federal Requirements 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Division of Financial Assistance 

January 2008 



Endangered Species 
Compliance with Section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• List of special status species (both 
animal and plant) likely or possibly 
to occur at project site. Note: If 
none will possibly occur, provide 
supporting information. 

• Any biological assessments or 
special biological studies that may 
have been done for the project. 

• Other documents that disclose 
information about the project's 
effect on sensitive species. 

Protection of Wetlands 
Information Needed from the 

Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
project or construction activities will 
impact streams, flood control 
channels, or wetlands. 

Air Quality 
Compliance with the Federal Air Quality Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• Air quality studies that may have 
been done for the project. 

• For those projects in non
attainment areas or attainment 
areas subject to maintenance 
plans: · 

➔ Emission data for each criteria 
pollutant for which the area has 
been designated non-attainment or 
maintenance; and 

➔ Summary of the emissions that are 
expected from both the · 
construction and operation of the 
project for each criteria pollutant in 
a non-attainment or maintenance 
area. 

• If emissions are above the federal 
de minimis levels, but the project is 
sized to meet only the needs of 
current population projections that 
are used in the approved State 
Implementation Plan for air quality: 

➔ Quantitatively indicate how the 
proposed capacity increase was 
calculated using population 
projections. 

ii 
Floodplain 

Management 
Information Needed from the 

Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
project is in a Flood Management 
Zone and a copy of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 
flood zone maps for the project 
area. 

Farm land Protection 
Policy Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
proposed project will impact any 
important farmland or land under 
Williamson Act control. 

Coastal Zone 
Management Act 

Information Needed from the 
Applicant: 

• Identification of whether or not the 
proposed project is in the Coastal 
Zone. 



Introduction: 

CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND. PROGRAM 
INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDANCE FOR 

"ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE INFORMATION" 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) uses the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) review process and compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations 
to satisfy the environmental requirements of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) 
Program Operating Agreement between the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
and the State Water Board. The CWSRF Program is partially funded by a capitalization grant from 
the USEPA. The issuance of funds from the CWSRF Program is equivalent to a federal action, and 
thus, compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations is required for projects being funded 
under the CWSRF Program. 

All CWSRF Program applicants must submit adequate and complete environmental documentation to 
the State Water Board. Following submittal of an applicant's environmental documents, the State 
Water Board will review the documents to determine if the information is sufficient to document 
compliance with the CWSRF Program environmental requirements, including making a determination 
if consultation with federal authorities is required, and may request additional environmental 
information, when needed. The State Water Board encourages all applicants to initiate early 
consultation, so that the State Water Board can better streamline the environmental review process. 

CEQA Information: 

All projects coming to the State Water Board for funding are considered "projects" under CEQA 
because of the State Water Board's discretionary decision to approve funding. 

Detailed information, including c ·EQA statutes and guidelines can be found online at the California 
Natural Resources Agency website at http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa. A CEQA Process Flowchart that 
shows interaction points between lead and responsible agencies can be found at 
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/flowchart/index.html. In addition, State Water Board 
environmental staff is available to answer questions about the CEQA process, as well as the CWSRF 
Program environmental requirements. Please contact your assigned Project Manager at the State 
Water Board, regarding contact information for the appropriate environmental staff. 

CEQA requires full disclosure of all aspects of the project, including impacts and mitigation measures 
that are not only regulated by state agencies, but also by federal agencies. Early consultation with 
state and federal agencies in the CEQA process will assist in minimizing changes to the project when 
funding is being requested from the State Water Board. 

The types of CEQA documents that may apply to an applicant's project include one or a combination 
of the following: 1) Notice of Exemption (NOE); 2) Initial Study and Negative Declaration (ND); 
3) Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP); 4) Environmental Impact Report (EIR) with an MMRP; and/or 5) Addendum, 
Supplemental and Subsequent ND, MND or EIR. The applicant must determine the appropriate 
document for its project and submit the supporting information listed under the applicable section of 
the Environmental Package Checklist for Applicant (Attachment 1), along with a completed copy of 
the Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination (Attachment 2). Please 
submit two copies of all CEQA documents. 



Clean Water St-ate Revolving Fund Program - Environmental Compliance Information 

The applicant must ensure the CEQA document is specific to the project for which funding is being 
requested. Program or Master Plan EIRs may not be suitable for satisfying the State Water Board 
environmental requirements if these documents are not project-specific. When an applicant uses an 
Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent CEQA document for a project, the associated Program or 
Master Plan EIR must also be submitted, especially if the Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent 
CEQA document includes references to pertinent environmental and mitigation information contained 
in the Program or Master Plan EIR. 

If the applicant is using a CEQA document that is older than five years, the applicant must re-evaluate 
environmental and project conditions, and develop and submit an updated environmental document 
(such as an Addendum, Supplemental or Subsequent CEQA document) based on the results of that 
re-evaluation. The updated environmental document must be circulated through the State 
Clearinghouse for public review. The applicant must adopt the final updated environmental 
document, including any new identified measures, make CEQA findings , and file a Notice of 
Determination (NOD) with the local county clerk(s) and the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research, State Clearinghous~ (State Clearinghouse). 

Each applicant, if it is a public agency, is responsible for approving the CEQA documents it uses 
regardless of whether or not it is a lead agency under CEQA. Non-profit organizations shall only be 
responsible for approving and ensuring implementation of the applicable project mitigation measures 
identified in the MMRP. All public agencies applying for CWSRF Program funding shall file either an 
NOE or an NOD with the State Clearinghouse and the local county clerk(s). D~te stamped copies of 
those notices must be submitted with all the applicable environmental documents. 

If the CEQA document was jointly prepared by a federal public governmental agency to satisfy the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, then the applicant must submit the 
corresponding NEPA documents, including a Finding of No Significant Impact, or a Record of 
Decision completed by the federal NEPA lead agency. 

Federal Information: 

In addition to CEQA compliance, the State Water Board is required to document environmental 
compliance with federal environmental laws and regulations, including: 

1. Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), Section 7: 

The United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the United 
States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) must be consulted for any project that will have the potential to adversely 
impact a federal special-status species. The USEPA delegated the State Water Board to act as the 
non-federal lead for initiating informal Section 7 ESA consultation with the USFWS. The State Water 
Board will coordinate with the USEPA for projects requiring formal Section 7 ESA consultation with 
the USFWS and projects that will impact federal special-status fish species under the NMFS 
jurisdiction. The USFWS and NMFS must provide written concurrence prior to a CWSRF financing 
agreement. USFWS and NMFS comments may include conservation measures, for which the 
applicant's CWSRF financing agreement will be conditioned to ensure compliance. 

For further information on the federal ESA law, regulation, policy, and notices, go to 
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/index. html and http://www. nmfs. noaa .gov/pr/laws/esa/. 
Note that compliance with both the state and federal ESAs is required of projects having the potential 
to impact state and federal special-status species. Although overlap exists between the state and 
federal ESAs, there might be additional or more restrictive state requirements. For further information 
on the state ESA, refer to the California Department of Fish and Game website at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/cesa/. 

6/26/2012 



Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program - Environmental Compliance Information 

2. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Essential Fish Habitat (EFH): 

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended, is designed to 
manage and conserve national fishery resources. EFH consultations are only required for actions 
that may adversely effect EFH. The applicant needs to determine whether the proposed project may 
adversely affect EFH. NMFS is responsible for publishing maps and other information on the 
locations of designated EFH, and can provide information on ways to promote conservation of EFHs 
to facilitate this assessment. If a project may adversely affect a designated EFH, the applicant must 
complete an EFH consultation. 

The State Water Board will coordinate with the USEPA to request an EFH consultation from the 
NMFS. NMFS is required to respond informally or in writing. NMFS comments may include 
conservation measures, for which the applicant's CWSRF financing agreement will be conditioned to 
ensure compliance. For more information, see the brochure at 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/reg_svcs/Council%20stuff/council%20orientation/2007/2007TrainingCD 
/TabT-EFH/EFH_CH_Handout_FinaI_3107 .pdf. 

3. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106: 

The NHPA focuses on federal compliance. Section 106 requires Federal agencies to take into 
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The Section 106 process seeks to 
accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of Federal undertakings through 
consultation among the agency official and other parties with an interest in the effects of the 
undertaking on historic properties. The goal of consultation is to identify historic properties potentially 
affected by the undertaking, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any 
adverse effects on historic properties. The Section 106 compliance efforts and reports must be 
prepared by a qualified researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards (www. er. nps .gov/local-law/arch_ stnds _ 9. htm). 

In addition, CEQA requires that impacts to cultural and historic resources be analyzed. The "CEQA 
and Archeological Resources" section from the Governor's Office of Planning and Research CEQA 
Technical Advice Series states that the lead agency obtains a current records search from the 
appropriate California Historical Resources Information System Center. Also, to contact the Native 
American tribes that are culturally affiliated with a project area from the list obtained from the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). 

The NAHC can be contacted at: 

4. Clean Air Act: 

915 Capitol Mall , Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Tele: (916) 653-4082 

For CWSRF financed projects, we recommend including a general conformity section in the CEQA 
documents so that another public review process will not be needed, should a conformity 
determination be required. The applicant should check with its local air quality management district 
and review the Air Resources Board California air emissions map for information on the State 
Implementation Plan. For information on the analysis steps involved in evaluating conformity, please 
contact the State Water Board environmental staff through the assigned Project Manager. 

6/26/2012 
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5. Coastal Zone Management Act: 

Projects proposing construction in the Coastal Zone will require consultation with either the California 
Coastal Commission (or the designated local agency with a Local Coastal Program), or the San 
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (for projects located in the San Francisco 
Bay area). The applicant must submit a copy of the approved Coastal Development permit to the 
State Water Board to satisfy this requirement. 

For more information on Coastal Zone Management Act requirements refer to the following agencies 
websites: 

• United States Coastal Zone Boundaries through the NMFS website at 
http:// coastalm a nag ement. noaa. gov/mystate/docs/StateCZBou ndaries. pdf; 

• California Coastal Commission website at http://www.coastal.ca.gov/ccatc.html; and/or 
• San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission website at 

http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/. 

6. Coastal Barriers Resources Act: 

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act is intended to discourage development in the Coastal Barrier 
Resources System and adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters. Since 
there is no designated Coastal Barrier Resources System in California, no impacts from California 
projects are expected. However, should the applicant believe there may be impacts to the Coastal 
Barrier Resources System due to special circumstances, please use the following information as a 
guide. 

During the planning process, the applicant should consult with the appropriate Coastal Zone 
management agency (e.g., City or County with an approved Local Coastal Program, the California 
Coastal Commission, or the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission) to 
determine if the project will have an effect on the Coastal Barrier Resources System. If the project wil l 
have an effect on the Coastal Barrier Resources System, the State Water Board must consult with the 
appropriate Coastal Zone management agency and the USFWS. Any recommendations from the 
Coastal Zone management agency and USFWS will be incorporated into the project's design prior to 
approval of CWSRF financing. 

For more information and to ensure that no modifications to Coastal Barrier Resources System have. 
occurred, please visit: http://www.fws.gov/CBRA/. 

7. Farm land Protection Policy Act: 

Projects involving impacts to farmland designated as prime and unique, local and statewide 
importance, or under a Williamson Act Contract, will require consultation with the United States 
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service and/or California Department of 
Conservation. For more information on the Farmland Protection Policy Act go to 
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/fppa, and regarding the Williamson Act Contact go to 
http://www. consrv. ca .gov/dlrp/lca. 

6/26/2012 



Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program - Environmental Compliance Information 

8. Floodplain Management - Executive Order 11988: 

Each agency shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on 
human safety, health and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values 
served by floodplains in carrying out its responsibilities. Before taking an action, each agency shall 
determine whether the proposed action will occur in a designated floodplain. The generally 
established standard for risk is the flooding level that is expected to occur every 100 years. If an 
agency determines or proposes to, conduct, support, or allow an action to be located in a floodplain, 
the agency shall consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects and incompatible development in the 
floodplains. 

For further information regarding Floodplain Management requirements, please consult the United 
States Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency website at 
http://www.fema.gov, as well as the USEPA floodplain management Executive Order 11988 at 
http://www.epa.gov/owow/wetlands/regs/eo11988.html. 

9. Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA): 

The MBTA restricts the killing, taking, collecting and selling or purchasing of native bird species or 
their parts, nests, or eggs. The MBTA, along with subsequent amendments to this act, provides legal 
protection for almost all breeding bird species occurring in the United States and must be addressed 
under CEQA. In the CEQA document, each agency must make a finding that a project will comply 
with the MBTA. For further information, please consult the Migratory Bird Program through the 
USFWS website at http://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea html. 

10. Protection of Wetlands - Executive Order 11990: 

Projects, regardless of funding , must get approval for any temporary or permanent disturbance to 
fed.eral and state waters, wetlands, and vernal pools. The permitting process through the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) can be lengthy, and may ultimately require project 
alterations to avoid wetlands and waters of the United States. Applicants must consult with the 
USAGE early in the planning process if any portion of the project site contains wetlands, or other 
federal waters. The USAGE Wetland Delineation Manual is available at 
http://www.wetlands.com/regs/tlpge02e.htm. Also note that the California State Water Boards are 
involved in providing approvals through the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
Program and/or Waste Discharge Requirements. For more information, please go to 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/index.shtml. 

11 . Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: 

There are construction restrictions or prohibitions for projects near or in a designated "wild and scenic 
river." A listing of designated "wild and scenic rivers" can be obtained at 
http://www.rivers.gov/rivers/california.php. Watershed information can be obtained through the 
"Watershed Browser" at http://cwp.resources.ca.gov/map_tools.php. 

12. Safe Drinking Water Act, Source Water Protection: 

Projects must comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act and document whether or not a project has 
the potential to contaminate a sole source aquifer. For projects impacting a listed sole source aquifer, 
the applicant must identify an alternative project location, or develop adequate mitigating measures in 
consultation with the USEPA. For more information, please go to the Sole Source Aquifer Program 
website at http://epa.gov/region09/water/grou ndwater/ssa. html. 

, 6/26/2012 
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13. Environmental Justice - Executive Order No. 12898: 

. Identify and address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects 
of the project's activities on minority and low-income populations. USEPA has defined environmental 
justice as "the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, 
national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies." 

Fair Treatment means that no group of people should bear a disproportionate burden of 
environmental harms and risks, including those resulting from the negative consequences of 
industrial, governmental, and commercial operations or programs and policies. 

Meaningful Involvement means that: 1) potentially affected community members have an appropriate 
opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity that will affect their environment 
and/or health; 2) the public's contribution can influence the agency's decision; 3) the concerns of all 
participants involved will be considered in the decision-making process; and 4) the decision-makers 
seek out and facilitate the involvement of those potentially affected. 

The term "environmental justice concern" is used to indicate the actual or potential lack of fair 
treatment or meaningful involvement of minority, low-income, or indigenous populations, or tribes in 
the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. 

Your project may involve an "environmental justice concern" if the project could: 

a) Create new disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, or indigenous populations; 
b) Exacerbate existing disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, or indigenous populations; 

or 
c) Present opportunities to address existing disproportionate impacts on minority, low-income, or 

indigenous populations that are addressable through the project. 

6/2612012 



Attachment 1 

ENVIRONMENTAL 1 PACKAGE CHECKLIST 

FOR APPLICANT 

(What to Submit to Project Manager) 

Required for all CWSRF Projects: 
□ Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination with the substantiating information 

(i.e. USFWS species list/biological assessment, cultural resources documentation, air quality data, flood map etc.) 

□ Project Report, Scope of Work and Map(s) 

Based on the type of CEQA documents prepared for the project, provide additional information as identified in the 
following boxes. 

If project is covered under a CEQA Categorical or Statutory Exemption, submit a copy of the following: 

□ Notice of Exemption (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and Research) 

If project is covered under a Negative Declaration, submit a copy of the following 

0 Draft and Final Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) 
0 Comments and Responses to the Draft IS/ND 

□ Resolution approving the CEQA documents 

□ Adopting the Negative Declaration 

□ Making CEQA Findings 

□ Notice of Determination (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research) 

If project is covered under a Mitigated Negative Dec laration, submit a copy of the following: 

□ Draft and Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declarati on (IS/MND) 
□ Comments and Responses to the Draft IS/MND 

0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program (MMRP) 

D Resolution approving the CEQA documents 

□ Adopting the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the MMRP 

□ Making CEQA Findings 

□ Notice of Determination (fi led and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research) 

If project is covered under an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), submit a copy of the fol lowing: 

□ Draft and Final EIR 

□ Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR 

□ Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan/Program (MMRP) 

0 Resolution approving the CEQA documents 

□ Certifying the EIR and adopting the MMRP 

□ Making CEQA Findings 

□ Adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations for any adverse environmental impact(s), if applicable 

□ Notice of Determination (filed and date stamped by the county clerk and the Governor's Office of Planning and 

Research) 

If EIR is a joint CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act document (EIR/Environmental Impact Statement or EIR/Environmental 
Assessment), submit the applicable Record of Decision and/or the Finding of No Significant Impact. 

1 If the CEQA document is more than five years old applicant shall provide an updated CEQA document (eg. subsequent, 
supplemental, or addendum CEQA documents) or a letter that describes the current status of the environmental condition for the 
project's location. 
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State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund Program 

Evaluation Form for Environmental Review and Federal Coordination 

CWSRF No.: ----- ----------------------~---
App Ii cant Name: - - - --------- ----- ---------- - --
Date: ------ - -------- ---- ---------------
Project Title: --- - - ---- ------------- ----------
1. Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), Section 7: 

Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects 
such as growth inducement that may affect federally listed threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitat that are known, or have a potential, to occur on-site, in the 
surrounding area, or in the service area? 

a. Required documents : Attach project-level biological surveys, evaluations analyzing the 
project's direct and indirect effects on special-status species, and an up-to-date species 
list (from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Natural 
Diversity Database) for the project area. 

D No. Discuss why the project will not impact any federally listed special status species: 

D Yes. Provide information on federally listed species that could potentially be affected by this . 
project and any proposed avoidance and compensation measures so that the State Water Board 
can initiate informal/formal consultation with the applicable federally designated agency. 
Document any previous ESA consultations that may have occurred for the project. Include any 
comments below: 
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2. Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Essential Fish Habitat: 

3. 

Does the project involve any direct effects from construction activities, or indirect effects 
such as growth inducement that may adversely affect essential.fish habitat? 

D No. Discuss why the project will not impact essential fish habitat: 

D Yes. Provide information on essential fish habitat that could potentially be affected by this 
project ai:id any proposed avoidance and compensation measures. Document any consultations 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service that may have occurred for the project. Include any 
comments below: 

National Historic Preservation Act, Section 106: 
Identify the area of potential effects (APE), including construction, staging areas, and depth 
of any excavation. (Note: the APE is three dimensional and includes all areas that may be 
affected by the project, including the surface area and extending below ground to the depth 
of any project excavations). 

• Required documents: Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by a prepared by a qualified 
researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qu1:1lifications Standards 
(www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch stnds 9.htm). Current records search with maps showing al l 
sites and surveys drawn in relation to the project area, and records of Native American 
consultation. Include any comments below: 
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4. Federal Clean Air Act: 
Identify Air Basin Name _ ___ _______________ _ ____ _ 
Name of the Local Air District for Project Arca: 

Is the project subject to a State Implementation Plan (SIP) conformity determination? 

D No. The project is in an attainment or unclassified area for all federal criteria pollutants. 

D Yes. The project is in a nonattainment area or attainment area subject to maintenance plans for a 
federal criteria pollutant. Include information to indicate the nonattainment designation ( e.g. 
moderate, serious, severe, or extreme), if applicable. If estimated emissions (below) are above the 
federal de minimis levels, but the project is sized to meet only the needs of current population 
projections that are used in the approved SIP for air quality, then quantitatively indicate how the 
proposed capacity increase was calculated using population projections. 

• If you checked "Yes" above, provide the estimated project construction and operational air 
emissions (in tons per year) in the chart below, and attach supporting calculations. 

• Also, attach any air quality studies that may have been done for the project. 

Pollutant Federal Status Nonattainment Threshold of Construction Operation 
(Attain ment, Rates Significance for Emissions Emissions 

Nonattainment, (i.e., moderate, Project Air Basin (Tons/Year) (Tons/Year) 
Maintenance, or serious, severe, (if applicable) 

Unclassified) or extreme) 
Ozone (0,) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Oxides of Nitrogen 
(NO,) 

Reactive Organic 
Gases (ROG) 
Volatile Organic 
Conrnounds (VOC) 
Lead (Pb) 
Particulate Matter less 
than 2.5 microns in 
diameter (PM,,) 

Particulate Matter less 
than 10 microns in 
diameter (PM,n) 

Sulfur Dioxide <SO,) 

5. Coastal Zone Management Act: 
Is any portion of the project site located within the coastal zone? 

D No. The project is not within the coastal zone. 

D Yes. Describe the project location with respect to coastal areas and the status of the coastal 
zone permit, and provide a copy of the coast~) zone permit or coastal exemption: 



Attachment 2 

6. Coastal. Barriers Resources Act: 
Will the project impact or be located within or near the Coastal Barrier Resources System 
or its adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters? Note that since 
there is currently no Coastal Barrier Resources System in California, projects located in 
California are not expected to impact the Coastal Barrier Resources System in other stat.es. 
If there is a special circumstance in which the project may impact a Coastal Barrier 
Resource System, indicate your reasoning below. 

D No. The project will not impact or be located within or near the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System or its adjacent wetlands, marshes, estuaries, inlets, and near-shore waters. 

D Yes. Describe the project location with respect to the Coastal Barrier Resources System, and 
the status of any consultation with the appropriate Coastal Zone management agency and the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service: 

7. Farmland Protection Policy Act: 
Is any portion of the project located on important farmland? 

D No. The project will nof impact farmland. 

D Yes. Include information on the acreage that would be converted from important farmland to 
other uses. Indicate if any portion of the project boundaries is under a Williamson Act Contract 
and specify the amount of acreage affected: 

8. Flood Plain Management: 
Is any portion of the project located within a 100-year floodplain as depicted on a 
floodplain map or otherwise designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency? 

• Required documents: Attach a floodplain map. 

D No. Provide a description of the project location with respect to streams and potential 
floodplains: 

D Yes. Describe the floodplain, and include a floodplains/wetlands assessment. Describe any 
measures and/or project design modifications that would be implemented to minimize or avoid 
project impacts: 

6/26/2012 
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9. Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 
Will the project affect protected migratory birds that are known, or have a potential, to 
occur on-site, in the surrounding area, or in the service area? 

ONo. Provide an explanation below. 

□Yes. Discuss the impacts (such as noise and vibration impacts, modification of habitat) to 
migratory birds that may be directly or indirectly affected by the project and mitigation measures 
to reduce or eliminate these impacts. Include a list of all migratory birds that could occur where 
the project is located: 

10. Protection of Wetlands : 
Does any portion of the project boundaries contain areas that should be evaluated for 
wetland delineation or require a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers? 

D No. Provide the basis for such a determination: 

D Yes. Describe the impacts to wetlands, potential wetland areas, and other surface waters, and 
the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation n1easures to reduce such impacts. Provide the status 
of the permit and information on permit requirements: 

11. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act: 
Identify watershed where the project is located: 

Is any portion of the project located within a wild and scenic river? 

D No. The project is not located near a wild and scenic river. 

D Yes. Identify the wild and scenic river watershed and project location relative to the affected 
wild and scenic river: 

6/26/2012 
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12. Safe Drinking Water Act, Sole Source Aquifer Protection: 
Is the project located in an area designated by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9, as a Sole Source Aquifer? 

D No. The project is not within the boundaries of a sole source aquifer. 

D Yes. Contact USEPA, Region 9 staff to consult, and identify the sole source aquifer (e.g., 
Santa Margarita Aquifer, Scott's Valley, the Fresno County Aqui fer, the Campo/Cottonwood 
Creek Aquifer or the 0cotillo-Coyote Wells Aquifer) that will be impacted: 

13. Environmental Justice: 
Does the project involve an activity that is likely to be of particular interest to or have 
particular impact upon minority , low-income, or indigenous populations, or tribes? 

ONo. Selecting "No" means that this action is not likely to be of any pat1icular interest to or 
have an impact on these populations or tribes. Explain . 

□Yes. If you answer yes, p lease check at least one or the boxes and provide a brief explanation 
below: 

6126/2012 

D The project is likely to impact the health of these populations. 

D The project is likely to impact the environmental conditions of these populations. 

D The project is likely to present an opportunity to address an existing disproportionate 
impact of these populations. 

D The project is likely to result in the collection of information or data that could be 
used to assess potential impacts on the health or environmental conditions of these 
populations. 

D The project is likely to affect the availabi lity of in format ion to these populations. 

D Other reasons, describe: - - ---- - -------------



BASIC CRITERIA FOR CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORTS 

FOR SECTION 106 CONSULTATION WITH THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
OFFICER (SHPO) UNDER THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT (NHPA) 

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORTS 
· The Section 106 compliance efforts and reports must be prepared by a qualified 

researcher that meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards 
(www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds_9.htm). 

REPORT TERMINOLOGY 
A cultural resources report .used for Section 106 consultation should use terminology 
consistent with 36 CFR, Section 800.16 of the NHPA. This doesn't mean that the report 
needs to "filled" with passages and interpretations of the regulations, the SHPO reviewer 
already knows the law. 

• If "findings" are made they must be one of the four "findings" listed in Section 106. 
These include: 

"No historic properties affected" (no properties are within the APE, 
including the below ground APE). 

"No effect to historic properties" (properties may be near the APE but the 
project will not impact them). 

"No adverse effect to historic properties" (the project may affect historic 
properties but the impacts will not be adverse) 

"Adverse effect to historic properties". Note: the SHPO must be consulted 
at this point. If your consultant proceeds on his own, his efforts may be 
wasted. 

CURRENT RECORDS SEARCH INFORMATION 
• A current (less than a year old) records search from the appropriate ·information 

Center is necessary. The records search should include maps that show all recorded 
sites and surveys in relation to the area of potential effects (APE) for the project. 

• The APE is three-dimensional and includes all areas that may be affected by the 
project. It includes the surface area and extends below ground to the depth of any 
project excavations. 

• The records search request should be made for an area larger than the APE. The 
appropriate area varies for different projects but should be drawn large enough to 
provide information on what types of sites may exist in the vicinity. 

May 2013 
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NATIVE AMERICAN AND INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATION 
• Native American and interested party consultation should be initiated at the beginning 

of any cultural resource investigations. The purpose is to gather information from 
people with local knowledge that may be used to guide research. 

• A project description and map should be sent to the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) requesting a check of their Sacred Lands Files. The Sacred 
Lands Files include religious and cultural places that are not recorded at the 
information centers. 

• The NAHC will include a list of Native American groups and individuals with their 
response. A project description and maps should be sent to everyone on the list 
asking for information on the project area. 

• Similar letters should be sent to local historical organizations. 

• Follow-up contact should be made by phone if possible and a phone log should be 
included in the report. 

WARNING PHRASES IN ALREADY PREPARED CEQA REPORTS 
• A finding of "no known resources", this doesn't mean anything. The consultant's job 

is to find out if there are resources within the APE or to explain why they are not 
present. 

• "The area is sensitive for buried archaeologic;:al resources", followed by a 
statement that "monitoring is recommended as mitigation". Monitoring is not an 
acceptable mitigation. A reasonable effort should be made to find out if buried 
resources are present in the APE. 

• "The area is already disturbed by previous construction", this may be true, but 
documentation is still needed to show that the new project will not affect cultural 
resources. As an example, an existing road can be protecting a buried archaeological 
site. Or, previous construction may have impacted an archaeological site that was 
never documented. · 

• No mention of "Section 106", a report that gives adequate information for CEQA may . 
not be sufficient to comply with Section 106. 

~HPO CONSULTATION LETTER 
• \Jy Section 106 consultation letter should be prepared by a qualified researcher, and 

submitted along with the Section 106 Report to the State Water Board to use to 
consultant with the State Historic Preservation Officer: 

STATE WATER BOARD CONTACT INFORAMTION 
Please contact Mr. Ahmad Kashkoli 916-341-5855 or akashkoli@waterboards.ca.gov if 
you have any questions related to CWSRF Program cultural resources compliance. 

May 2013 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

DISTRICT 6 

1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE 

P.O. BOX 12616 
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July 15, 2013 

2131-IGR/CEQA 

6-FRE-99/41-GEN 

San Joaquin River Parkway 

Master Plan Update 

SCH# 2013061035 

Ms. Melinda Marks 

Executive Officer 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 

5469 East Olive Avenue 

Fresno, California 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 

Update draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The proposed project extends through 

portions of Fresno and Madera Counties as well as the City of Fresno.  In addition, the Parkway 

area is on both sides of the San Joaquin River approximately 23 miles from the face of Friant 

Dam to State Route (SR) 99 and traversing SR 41 near Woodward Park.  Caltrans has the 

following comments: 

We have no comments at this time; however, with the potential impacts associated increased 

traffic levels near and around the State facilities; we would request a copy of the draft EIR and 

the associated traffic impact study (TIS) for review and comment.  

Please have the preparer of the traffic study reference the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation 

of Traffic Impact Studies, dated December 2002, and send the scope of the TIS to Caltrans 

before the traffic study is conducted.  The Caltrans Guide, while advisory, contains Best 

Practices and gives insight into Caltrans’ expectations when reviewing a traffic study.  If the 

traffic consultant has any issues or concerns regarding the use of the Guide or its 

interpretation, please contact us so resolution can be reached. 

If you have any further questions, please contact David Padilla, Transportation Planner, North 

Planning Division at (559) 444-2493.   

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

DAVID PADILLA 

Transportation Planner 

 

C:  Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 
3310 El Camino Ave., Rm. 151 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
(916) 574-0609 FAX: (916) 574-0682 
PERMITS: (916) 574-2380 FAX: (916) 574-0682 

July 15, 2013 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 East Olive Avenue 
Fresno, California 93727 

Subject: San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
SCH Number: 2013061035 
Document Type: Notice of Preparation 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

Staff of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) has reviewed the subject document 
and provides the following comments: 

The proposed project is located adjacent to or within the San Joaquin River which is under the 
jurisdiction of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board. The Board is required to enforce 
standards for the construction, maintenance, and protection of adopted flood control plans that 
will protect public lands from floods. The jurisdiction of the Board includes the Central Valley, 
including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento River, the San Joaquin River, and 
designated floodways (Title 23 California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 2). 

A Board permit is required prior to starting the work within the Board's jurisdiction for the 
following: 

• The placement, construction, reconstruction, removal, or abandonment of any 
landscaping, culvert, bridge, conduit, fence, projection, fill, embankment, building, 
structure, obstruction, encroachment, excavation, the planting, or removal of vegetation , 
and any repair or maintenance that involves cutting into the levee (CCR Section 6); 

• Existing structures that predate permitting, or where it is necessary to establish the 
conditions normally imposed by permitting. The circumstances include those where 
responsibility for the encroachment has not been clearly established or ownership and 
use have been revised (CCR Section 6); 

• Vegetation plantings will require the submission of detailed design drawings; 
identification of vegetation type; plant and tree names (i.e. common name and scientific 
name); total number of each type of plant and tree; planting spacing and irrigation 
method that will be utilized within the project area; a complete vegetative management 
plan for maintenance to prevent the interference with flood control, levee maintenance, 
inspection, and flood fight procedures (CCR Section 131). 

Vegetation requirements in accordance with Title 23, Section 131 (c) states "Vegetation must 
not interfere with the integrity of the adopted plan of flood control , or interfere with 
maintenance, inspection, and flood fight procedures." 
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The accumulation and establishment of woody vegetation that is not managed has a negative 
impact on channel capacity and increases the potential for levee over-topping. When a 
channel develops vegetation that then becomes habitat for wildlife, maintenance to initial 
baseline conditions becomes more difficult as the removal of vegetative growth is subject to 
federal and State agency requirements for on-site mitigation within the floodway. The project 
should include mitigation measures to avoid decreasing floodway channel capacity. 

Hydraulic Impacts - Hydraulic impacts due to encroachments could impede flood flows, reroute 
flood flows, and/or increase sediment accumulation. The project should include mitigation 
measures for channel and levee improvements and maintenance to prevent and/or reduce 
hydraulic impacts. Off-site mitigation outside of the State Plan of Flood Control should be used 
when mitigating for vegetation removed within the project location. 

The permit application and Title 23 CCR can be found on the Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board's website at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/. Contact your local, federal and State agencies, 
as other permits may apply. 

The Board's jurisdiction, including all tributaries and distributaries of the Sacramento River and 
the San Joaquin River, and designated floodways can be viewed on the Central Valley Flood 
Protection Board's website at http://gis.bam.water.ca.gov/bam/. 

If you have any questions, please contact me by phone at (916) 574-0651 , or via e-mail at 
jherota@water.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
James Herota 
Staff Environmental Scientist 
Projects and Environmental Branch 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, California 95814 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 1 OD-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Our 75th Year 

1938 - 2013 

July 17, 2013 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

JENNIFER LUCCHESI, Executive Officer 
(916) 574-1800 Fax (916) 574-1810 

California Relay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929 
· from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2922 

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1900 
Contact Fax: (916) 574-1885 

File Ref: SCH# 2013061035 

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) staff has reviewed tile NOP for the San 
Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update (Master Plan Update), which is being 
prepared by the San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy). The Conservancy has 
jurisdiction for implementing the Master Plan, including policies relating to the San 
Joaquin River Parkway, and is the lead agency under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code§ 21000 et seq.). The CSLC is a trustee 
agency because of its trust responsibility for projects that could directly or indirectly 
affect sovereign lands, their accompanying Public Trust resources or uses, and the 
public easement in navigable waters. Additionally, because future projects under the 
Master Plan may involve work on sovereign lands, the CSLC may act as a responsible 
agency. 

CSLC Jurisdiction and Public Trust Lands 

The CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands, 
submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The CSLC also has 
certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged lands legislatively 
granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code§§ 6301, 6306). All 
tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and 
waterways, are subject to the protections of the Common Law Public Trust. 

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all 
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its 
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of 
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all people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not 
limited to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat 
preservation, and open space. On navigable non-tidal waterways, such as the San 
Joaquin River, the State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterway landward to the 
ordinary low water mark and a Public Trust Easement landward to the ordinary high 
water mark, except where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court. Such 
boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections. 

The NOP includes the Master Plan Conceptual Design as Figure 3. The Master Plan 
Conceptual Design appears to include improvements to waterways subject to the 
CSLC's jurisdiction. Once more information becomes available about the future project 
areas covered under the Master Plan Update, and additional specifics related to the 
facilities in Figure 3 of the NOP are identified, CSLC staff would like the opportunity to 
review those details to determine what portions, if any, of the Master Plan Update are 
located within the CSLC's jurisdiction. Please be advised that any uses or crossings of 
lands under the CSLC's jurisdiction may require a lease. 

These comments are made without prejudice to any future assertion of State ownership 
or public rights, should circumstances change, or should additional information become 
available. This letter is not intended, nor should it be construed as a waiver or limitation 
of any right, title, or interest of the State of California in any lands under its jurisdiction. 

Description 

The Master Plan Update is a long-term, large-scale programmatic document that would 
be implemented incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master 
Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway development projects, and goals and 
policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. The 
development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy 
or other appropriate lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update development and implementation may consist of the following: 

1. Acquisition of a total of 5,900 acres of public conservation lands. 
2. Revegetation, restoration, and enhancement of (ultimately) self-sustaining 

riparian, wetland, floodplain, and upland habitats on Conservancy and other 
public lands; including grading, invasive species management, and installation 
and operation of irrigation systems. 

3. Development, operation, and maintenance activities. 

Environmental Review 

CSLC staff requests that the Conservancy consider the following comments and 
incorporate appropriate revisions when preparing the Master Plan Update DEIR: 
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General Comment 

1. Page 3 of the NOP states: "The Master Plan Update provides guidance for a 
wide range of agencies and organizations involved in developing and 
implementing the Parkway including, but not limited to, the Conservancy, the City 
of Fresno, the counties of Fresno and Madera, the San Joaquin River Parkway 
and Conservation Trust (the Parkway Trust), State Lands Commission, the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, the California Wildlife 
Conservation Board, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The 
Master Plan Update does not affect the land use authorities of the local 
jurisdictions." 

CSLC staff appreciates the Conservancy's acknowledgement of the CSLC's role 
in the development and implementation of future projects, and looks forward to 
working with the Conservancy on the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

Programmatic Document 

2. Because the Master Plan Update is being proposed as a "Programmatic" rather 
than a "Project-level" EIR, the CSLC expects the Master Plan will be presented 
as a series of distinct, but related, sequential activities (i.e., particular proposed 
actions). The State CEQA Guidelines, section 15168, subdivision (c)(5) states 
that a program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it 
deals with the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as 
possible. In order to avoid the improper deferral of mitigation, a common flaw in 
program-level environmental documents, mitigation measures should either be 
presented as specific, feasible, enforceable obligations, or should be presented 
as formulas containing "performance standards which would mitigate the 
significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one 
specified way" (State CEQA Guidelines,§ 15126.4, subd. (b)). As such, the 
DEIR should make an effort to distinguish what activities and their mitigation 
measures are being analyzed in sufficient detail to be covered under the DEIR 
without additional project-specific environmental review, and what activities will 
trigger the need for additional environmental analysis (see State CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15168, subd. (c)). 

Biological Resources 

3. Sensitive Species: The DEIR should disclose and analyze all potentially 
significant effects on sensitive species and habitats in and around the Master 
Plan area, including special-status wildlife, fish, and plants, and if appropriate, 
identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. The Conservancy 
should conduct queries of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's (DFW) 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service's (USFWS) Special-Status Species Database to identify any special
status plant or wildlife species that may occur in the area. The DEIR should also 
include a discussion of consultation with the DFG and USFWS, including any 
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recommended mitigation measures and potentially required permits identified by 
these agencies. 

4. Construction Noise: The DEIR should evaluate noise and vibration impacts on 
fish and birds from construction, restoration or flood control activities in the water, 
on the levees, and for land-side supporting structures. Mitigation measures 
could include species-specific work windows as defined by CDFW, USFWS, and 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's Fisheries Service (NOAA 
Fisheries). Again, staff recommends early consultation with these agencies to 
minimize the impacts of the projects on sensitive species. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

5. CSLC staff recommends that the DEIR include avoidance and minimization 
measures to reduce potential release of mercury and other toxins into waterways 
from future project activities. On April 22, 2010, the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) identified the CSLC as both a State 
agency that manages open water areas in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Estuary and a nonpoint source discharger of methylmercury (Resolution No. R5-
2010-0043), because subsurface lands under the CSL C's jurisdiction are 
impacted by mercury from legacy mining activities dating back to California's 
Gold Rush. Pursuant to a RWQCB Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), the 
RWQCB is requiring the CSLC, the Department of Water Resources, and the 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board to secure adequate resources to fund 
studies to identify potential methylmercury control methods in the Delta and to 
participate in an Exposure Reduction Program. The goal of the studies is to 
evaluate existing control methods and evaluate options to reduce methylmercury 
in open waters under jurisdiction of the CSLC. Consequently, any action taken 
that may result in continued mercury and methylmercury moving from upstream 
areas to the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary may affect the CSLC's 
efforts to comply with the RWQCB TMDL. 

Climate Change 

6. Greenhouse Gases: A greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis consistent 
with the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) and required by the 
State CEQA Guidelines 1 should be included in the DEIR. This analysis should 
identify a threshold for significance for GHG emissions, calculate the level of 
GHGs that will be emitted as a result of construction and ultimate build-out of the 
projects, determine the significance of the impacts of those emissions, and, if 
impacts are significant, identify mitigation measures that would reduce them to 
less than significant. If a detailed, quantified analysis of GHG impacts is 
infeasible because of the programmatic nature of the DEIR, CSLC staff suggests 
that GHG emissions be characterized and a discussion included in the DEIR as 

1 The State "CEQA Guidelines" are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing 
with section 15000. 
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to how impacts related to GHG emissions will be addressed in future individual 
project analysis. 

Cultural Resources 

7. Any submerged archaeological site or submerged historic resource that has 
remained in State waters for more than 50 years is presumed to be significant. 
The DEIR should mention that the title to all abandoned shipwrecks, 
archaeological sites, and historic or cultural resources on or in the submerged 
lands of California is vested in the State and under the jurisdiction of the CSLC, 
and discuss how discoveries of cultural resources will be addressed. In addition, 
CSLC staff requests that the DEIR include a requirement that the Conservancy 
consult with Senior Staff Counsel Pam Griggs (see contact information below), 
should any cultural resources on State lands be discovered during construction 
of the proposed projects. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Master Plan Update. As a 
trustee and responsible agency, the CSLC will need to rely on the Final EIR for the 
issuance of any amended and/or new lease as specified above and, therefore, we 
request that you consider our comments as you develop the DEIR. Please send 
additional information on the Master Plan Update to the CSLC as plans become 
finalized. 

Please send copies of future project-related documents, including electronic copies of 
the Draft and Final EIRs, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Notice 
of Determination (NOD), CEQA Findings and, if applicable, Statement of Overriding 
Considerations when they become available, and refer questions concerning 
environmental review to Cynthia Herzog, Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-1310 or 
via e-mail at Cynthia.Herzoq@slc.ca.gov. For questions concerning archaeological or 
historic resources under CSLC jurisdiction, please contact Senior Staff Counsel Pam 
Griggs at (916) 574-1854 or via email at pamela.grigqs@slc.ca.qov. For questions 
concerning CSLC leasing jurisdiction, please contact Grace Kato, with the Land 
Management Division, at (916) 574-1227, or via email at Grace.Kato@slc.ca.gov. 

cc: Office of Planning and Research 
Grace Kato, LMD, CSLC 
Eric Gillies, DEPM, CSLC 
Cynthia Herzog, DEPM, CSLC 
Shelli Haaf, Legal, CSLC 

ciR. Og ~~~ Chi:f 
Division of Environmental Planning 
and Management 



State of California - Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
Central Region 
1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, California 93710 
(559) 243-4005 
www.wildlife.ca.gov 

July 18, 2013 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 East Olive Avenue 
Fresno, California 93727 

EDMUND G. BROWN. JR., Governor 
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 
the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update (State Clearinghouse 
number 2013061035). 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the NOP submitted by the 
San Joaquin River Conservancy (Lead Agency) for the San Joaquin River Conservancy Master 
Plan Update (Project). The Project extends through portions of Fresno and Madera counties as 
well as the City of Fresno and is located on both sides of the San Joaquin River from river 
mile 267.6 at the face of Friant Dam to Highway 99 at river mile 243.2 (23 miles). The Project 
may consist of the following activities: 

1. Acquisition of a total of 5,900 acres of public conservation lands. 

2. Revegetation, restoration, and enhancement of (ultimately) self-sustaining riparian, 
wetland, floodplain, and upland habitats on Conservancy and other public lands; 
including grading, invasive species management, and installation and operation of 
irrigation"systems. 

3. Development, operation, and maintenance of 23-mile paved primary multiple-use 
Parkway trail, and a system of interconnected secondary, hiking, equestrian, 
bicycling, and special needs trails. 

4. Through coordination with affected agencies, rehabilitation of inadequate bridges 
and crossings and development, operation, and maintenance of permanent, 
temporary, and seasonal bridges and crossings (including weirs, fords, culverts, 
pedestrian decks on vehicle bridges, and other types of crossings) for pedestrian, 
bicycling, equestrian, maintenance, and management uses as necessary and 
feasible to connect the primary trail system, provide separation from roads, and 
improve safety. 

5. Development, operation, and maintenance of a river non-motorized boating trail 
consisting of interspersed trailered canoe/kayak launches and take-outs, 
hand-carried boat launches and take-outs, canoe docks, and rest stops with picnic 
tables and restrooms, and providing for boating on internal ponds (primarily 
non-motorized watercraft and fishing boats with small motors). 

Conserving Ca[ifomia 's WiU[ife Since 18 70 
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6. Development, operation, and maintenance of designated campgrounds, including 
tent camping and recreational vehicle hookups and service. 

7. Development, operation, and maintenance of ancillary facilities and features to 
support public access and recreational uses, and Parkway infrastructure, including 
but not limited to gates, fences, entrance and access roads; trailheads, parking 
and staging areas; restrooms; kiosks; children's play equipment; way-finding, and 
regulatory signs; water service and other utility connections; on-site stormwater 
drainage, swales, and erosion control; drinking fountains; picnic areas and shade 
structures; American with Disabilities Act (ADA)/universal access 
accommodations; golf courses, if such facilities are acquired for Parkway 
purposes; equestrian trail riding; non-motorized boating and paddling; and 
bicycling. 

8. Development, operations, and maintenance of ancillary facilities and features to 
support educational uses, including but not limited to outdoor classrooms and 
small group amphitheaters; bus parking and turnarounds; interpretive signs; turfed 
areas; displays, exhibits, and outdoor museum features. 

9. Development, operations, and maintenance of vista points, observation decks, and 
fishing piers and docks. 

10. Development, operation, and maintenance of offices for use by Parkway staff; 
small storage facilities; shops/interfaces for visitor amenities, information and 
recreational rentals; nurseries; stewardship and park host residences; and 
equipment maintenance yards. 

11. Development, operation, and maintenance of visitor and interpretive centers as 
feasible. 

12. Development, operation, and maintenance of community-supported small scale 
farming and agriculture uses compatible with resources protection and multiple
use, multiple-benefit land management. 

The NOP states that the "proposed Project is an update to the San Joaquin River Parkway 
Master Plan and Environmental Impact Report certified and adopted in December 1997 by the 
Conservancy". The Master Plan Update will be a programmatic document describing the 
long-term, large scale plan that would be implemented incrementally and in phases over many 
years. Subsequent California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents will be developed 
to analyze impacts of future site-specific projects. 

CDFW is aware that the recommended date for submittal of written comments has passed; 
however, CDFW has identified areas where biological resources could potentially be impacted 
by the implementation of the Project and would like to offer recommendations on avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures. We hope that you will consider our comments in light of 
the late response. 

CDFW is particularly concerned that construction activities could result in impacts to 
special-status species known to occur in close proximity to and/or on the Project site including, 
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but not limited to, nesting birds; the State threatened and federally endangered San Joaquin kit 
fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica, SJKF); the State Species of Special Concern spotted bat 
(Euderma maculatum); the State Species of Special Concern pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus); the 
State Species of Special Concern American badger (Taxidea taxus); San Joaquin pocket 
mouse (Perognathus inornatus inornatus); the State endangered willow flycatcher (Empidonax 
trail/J); the State fully protected white-tailed kite (Elanus caeruleus); the State threatened 
Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsom); the State Species of Special Concern burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia); the State Species of Special Concern tricolored blackbird (Agelaius 
tricolor); California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia); the State Species of Special 
Concern western pond turtle (Emys marmorata); the State and federally threatened California 
tiger salamander (Ambystoma ca/iforniense); the State Species of Special Concern western 
spadefoot (Spea hammondii); the State and federally threatened spring-run Chinook salmon 
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha); the State Species of Special Concern hardhead (Mylopharodon 
conocephalus); the federally threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus 
ca/ifornicus dimorphus, VELB); the federally threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 
lynch,); the State and federally endangered hairy Orcutt grass (Orcuttia pilosa); the State and 
federally endangered California jewel-flower (Caulanthus californicus); the State and federally 
endangered Hartweg's golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia); the State endangered and 
federally threatened succulent owl's clover (Castilleja campestris ssp. succulent); the State 
endangered and federally threatened San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass (Orcuttia inaequalis); the 
California Rare Plant Rank 1 B.2 spiny-sepaled button-celery (Eryngium spinosepalum); the 
California Rare Plant Rank 1 B.2 Sanford's arrowhead ( Sagittaria sanfordit); and the California 
Rare Plant Rank 2.1 California satintail (lmperata brevifolia) 

The Project site has appropriate habitat for nesting, denning, foraging, or colonization 
opportunities for the above species; therefore, a reconnaissance-level assessment of the 
Project site conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist and a qualified botanist is warranted. In 
the event that burrows, dens, and/or vegetation that could support special-status species are 
present within or immediately adjacent to the Project site, focused biological surveys are 
recommended to be conducted by qualified biologists during the appropriate survey period(s) 
and prior to Project implementation to determine if these species are present and if they could 
be impacted by the proposed Project. Survey results can then be used to identify any 
mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures that for inclusion in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) prepared for this Project to reduce impacts to special status biological resources 
and inform any potential permitting needs. CDFW recommends the suggested avoidance and 
minimization measures be included in the EIR as enforceable mitigation measures as 
appropriate. CDFW comments follow. 

Department Jurisdiction 

Trustee Agency Authority: CDFW is a Trustee Agency with the responsibility under CEQA for 
commenting on projects that could impact plant, fish and wildlife resources. Pursuant to Fish 
and Game Code Section 1802, CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable 
populations of those species. As a Trustee Agency for plant, fish and wildlife resources, CDFW 
is responsible for providing, as available, biological expertise to review and comment on 
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environmental documents and impacts arising from project activities, as those terms are used 
under CEQA. 

Responsible Agency Authority: CDFW has regulatory authority over projects that could result 
in "take" of any species listed or is a candidate for listing by the State (State-listed) as 
threatened or endangered, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). For this 
or any other project which impacts listed species, an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) is the 
mechanism for providing take authorization under CESA. CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding 
of Significance if a project is likely to substantially impact threatened or endangered species 
(sections 21001{c}, 21083, Guidelines sections 15380, 15064, 15065). Impacts must be 
avoided or mitigated to less than significant levels unless the CEQA Lead Agency makes and 
supports a Statement of Overriding Consideration (SOC). A CEQA Lead Agency's SOC would 
not preclude the Project proponent's obligation to comply with CESA. 

Other Rare Species: Species of plants and animals need not be listed as Endangered, Rare or 
Threatened (E, R or T) pursuant to CESA and/or the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) to 
be considered E, R or T under CEQA. If a species can be shown to meet the criteria for a listing 
as E, R or T under CESA and/or ESA as specified in the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15380), it should be fully considered in the 
environmental analysis for the Project. 

Fully Protected Species: CDFW has jurisdiction over fully protected species of birds, 
mammals, amphibians, reptiles, and fish, pursuant to Fish and Game Code sections 3511, 
4700, 5050, and 5515. "Take" of any fully protected species is prohibited and CDFW cannot 
authorize their "take". 

Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA): CDFW also has regulatory authority with regard to 
activities occurring in streams and/or lakes that could adversely affect any fish or wildlife 
resource, pursuant to Fish and Game Code sections 1600 et seq. The NOP identifies the 
potential for multiple activities to occur in and around the San Joaquin River. CDFW 
recommends the Project proponent consult with CDFW before ground-disturbing activities or 
submit a Notification of Lake or Stream bed Alteration to determine if the features are within 
CDFW's jurisdiction and an SAA is required for the proposed activities. CDFW is required to 
comply with CEQA in the issuance or the renewal of an SAA. For additional information on 
notification requirements, please contact CDFW staff in the Stream bed Alteration Program at 
(559) 243-4593. 

Water Pollution: Pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 5650, it is unlawful to deposit it, 
perm it or pass into, or place where· it can pass into the "Waters of the State" any substance or 
material deleterious to fish, plant life, or bird life, including non-native species. CDFW 
recommends the EIR address if the Project could result in pollution of "Waters of the State." 
The Regional Water Quality Control Board and United States Army Corps of Engineers also 
have jurisdiction regarding discharge and pollution to "Waters of the State." 
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Potential Impacts and Recommendations 

Nesting Birds: The trees, shrubs, and grasses within and in the vicinity of the Project site likely 
provide nesting habitat for songbirds and raptors. CDFW encourages Project implementation to 
occur during the non-nesting bird season. However, if ground-disturbing activities must occur 
during the breeding season (February 1 through September 15), the Project applicant is 
responsible for ensuring that implementation of the Project does not result in any violation of the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, or relevant Fish and Game Code sections as referenced above. Prior 
to work commencing; including staging, clearing, and grubbing, CDFW recommends surveys for 
active nests be conducted by a qualified wildlife biologist no more than 1 O days prior to the 
Project commencing and that the surveys be conducted in a sufficient area around the work site 
to identify any nests that are present and to determine their status. A sufficient area means any 
nest within an area that could potentially be affected by the Project. 

In addition to direct impacts, such as nest destruction, nests could be affected by noise, 
vibration, odors, and movement of workers or equipment. To establish a behavioral baseline 
prior to any Project-related activities commencing, continuous monitoring of identified nests 
during the first 24 hours is recommended. Once work commences, CDFW recommends all 
nests be continuously monitored to detect any behavioral changes as a result of the Project. If 
behavioral changes are observed, the work causing that change is advised to cease and CDFW 
consulted for additional avoidance and minimization measures. 

Once Project-related activities commence, continuously monitoring all nests thereafter is 
encouraged to detect any behavioral changes. Once behavioral changes are observed, CDFW 
advises that the work causing that change cease and CDFW be contacted for additional 
avoidance and minimization measures. 

If continuous monitoring of identified nests by a qualified wildlife biologist is not feasible, CDFW 
also recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet around active nests of non-listed 
bird species, a 500-foot no-disturbance buffer around the nests of unlisted raptors until the 
breeding season has ended, or until a qualified biologist has determined the birds have fledged 
and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival. Variance from these 
no-disturbance buffers may be implemented when there is compelling biological or ecological 
reason to do so, such as when the Project area would be concealed from a nest site by 
topography. Any variance from these buffers is advised to be supported by a qualified wildlife 
biologist and it is recommended CDFW be notified in advance of implementation of a 
no-disturbance buffer variance. 

Swainson's Hawk: This State threatened species has the potential to nest in trees adjacent to 
and within the Project site. CDFW considers removal of known raptor nest trees, even outside 
of the nesting season, to be a significant impact under CEQA, and in the case of Swainson's 
hawk could also result in "take" under CESA. This is especially true with species such as 
Swainson's hawk that exhibit high site fidelity to their nest and nest trees year after year. To 
evaluate potential Project-related impacts, CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife biologist 
conduct surveys for nesting raptors following the survey methodology developed by the 
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Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) well in advance of any 
ground disturbance. Impacts to known nest trees are advised to be avoided at all times of year. 

If ground-disturbing Project activities are to take place during the normal bird breeding season 
(February 1 through September 15), pre-construction surveys for active nests conducted by a 
qualified biologist is also recommended and no more than 10 days prior to the start of 
construction. CDFW recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 0.5 miles around active 
nests until the breeding season has ended or until the qualified biologist has determined that the 
birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival. If the 
implementation of the recommended 0.5-mile no-disturbance buffer is not feasible, it is advised 
CDFW be consulted regarding this species and whether the acquisition of an ITP pursuant to 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081 (b) is warranted to comply with CESA. 

Burrowing Owl: Burrowing owl has the potential to be present on and adjacent to the whole of 
the Project area and dispersing juveniles, migrants, transients or new colonizers can utilize the 
Project site year round. Therefore, CDFW recommends the survey methodology described in 
the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation dated March 7, 2012 (CDFG 2012) be followed 
before beginning ground-disturbing activities. In the event that burrowing owls are found, 
CDFW's Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012) recommends that impacts to 
occupied burrows be avoided in accordance with the following table unless a qualified biologist 
approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds have not 
begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging 
independently and are capable of independent survival. 

Location Time of Year 
Level of Disturbance 

Low Med High 
NestinQ sites April 1-AUQ 15 200 m* 500 m 500 m 
Nesting sites Aug 16-Oct 15 200 m 200 m 500 m 
Nesting sites Oct 16-Mar 31 50m 100 m 500 m 

* meters (m) 

Failure to implement this buffer zone could cause adult burrowing owls to abandon the nest, 
cause eggs or young to be directly impacted (crushed), and/or result in reproductive failure, in 
violation of Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

If the Project proposes to evict burrowing owls that may be present, CDFW recommends 
passive relocation during the non-breeding season. It is advised the CEQA document describe 
all avoidance measures that would be employed in the event that owls are found on the Project 
site, as well as methods that would be used to evict owls from burrows. Specification in the 
CEQA document of how the impact of evicting owls would be mitigated to a less than significant 
level is also advised. CDFW's Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012) 
recommends that foraging habitat be acquired and permanently protected to offset the loss of 
foraging and burrow habitat. CDFW also recommends replacement of occupied burrows with 
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artificial burrows at a ratio of 1 burrow collapsed to 1 artificial burrow constructed (1: 1) as 
mitigation for the potentially significant impact of evicting a burrowing owl. 

Western Pond Turtle: The Project site exists within the known range of the western pond turtle 
which is associated with permanent to nearly permanent water in a wide variety of habitats. 
Females may climb hillsides along foothill streams in search for suitable nesting sites, which 
may be found up to 325 feet from water. CDFW recommends the lead agency require surveys 
to be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if western pond turtles are present within 
the Project area, and that potential Project-related impacts to the western pond turtle be 
evaluated and included in the CEQA document prepared for this Project. 

California Tiger Salamander (CTS): CTS occurrences have been documented in close 
proximity to the northern portions of the Project area. Suitable upland refugia and breeding 
habitat for CTS appears to exist within areas of the Project site. CDFW is concerned this 
species may be impacted by ground-disturbing activities related to Project implementation. 
Therefore, CDFW requests potential Project-related impacts to CTS be evaluated prior to any 
ground-disturbing activities by a qualified biologist using the Interim Guidance on Site 
Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California 
Tiger Salamander (CDFG, 2003). It should be noted that protocol requires surveys be 
conducted during at least two wet seasons to be considered complete. In the absence of 
protocol surveys, the applicant can assume presence of CTS within the Project area and obtain 
an ITP from CDFW. In the absence of obtaining an ITP, CDFW recommends a 50-foot 
no-disturbance buffer be observed for all small mammal burrows that could potentially provide 
below ground refugia for CTS during ground-disturbing and construction activities. If the 50-foot 
burrow avoidance buffer is not feasible, acquisition of an ITP may be warranted. CDFW 
recommends mitigation measures for CTS be fully addressed in the CEQA document prepared 
for the Project. 

Riparian Habitat and Wetlands: Riparian habitat is of extreme importance to a wide variety of 
plant and wildlife species. The Project has the potential to impact riparian habitat and wetlands 
associated with the San Joaquin River. CDFW considers projects that impact this resource as 
significant if they result in a net loss of acreage or habitat value. CDFW has a no-net-loss policy 
regarding impacts to wetlands. Wetlands that have been inadvertently created by leaks, dams 
or other structures, or failures in man-made water systems are not exempt from this policy. 

Special Status Plant Species: There is the potential for multiple special status plant species 
to occur on or adjacent to the Project site. CDFW recommends the Project site be surveyed by 
a qualified botanist. CDFW advises following the Protocols for Surveying ·and Evaluating 
Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities 
(November 24, 2009). This protocol, which is intended to maximize detectability, includes the 
identification of reference populations to facilitate the likelihood of field investigations occurring 
during the appropriate floristic period. In the absence of protocol-level surveys being performed, 
additional surveys may be necessary. Further, CDFW advises that a minimum no-disturbance 
buffer of at least 50 feet from the outer edge of the plant population(s) or specific habitat type(s) 
required by special status plant species be delineated. If buffers cannot be maintained, CDFW 
recommends consultation with CDFW to determine appropriate minimization and mitigation 
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measures for impacts to special-status plant species. If a State- or federally listed plant species 
is identified during botanical surveys, CDFW advises consultation with CDFW and/or the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to determine the need for an ITP (issued by CDFW) 
or a Biological Opinion (issued by the USFWS). CDFW recommends appropriate avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for special status plant species be included in the CEQA 
document prepared for this Project. 

Federally Listed Species: CDFW also recommends consulting with the USFWS on potential 
impacts to federally listed species including, but not limited to SJKF and VELB. "Take" under 
ESA is more broadly defined than CESA; "take" under FESA also includes significant habitat 
modification or degradation that could result in death or injury to a listed species by interfering 
with essential behavioral patterns such as breeding, foraging, or nesting. Consultation with the 
USFWS in order to comply with FESA is advised well in advance of Project implementation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 
Update NOP. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Benessa 
Espino, Environmental Scientist, at (559) 243-4014, extension 274, or 
benessa.espino@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~:::::s: 
~ffrey R. Single, Ph.D. 

Regional Manager 

cc: See Page Seven 
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cc: Thomas Leeman 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2805 
Sacramento, California 95825-1846 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District Headquarters Office 
1325 J Street, Room 1350 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Valley Region 
1685 E Street 
Fresno, California 93706-2020 

ec: Julie Vance 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Local Agencies 

1. Northern Valley Yokut/Ohlone/Miwuk, 7/15/13 
2. County of Fresno - Supervisor Borgeas, 7/16/13 
3. Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District., 7/16/13 
4. City of Fresno - Mayor Swearengin, 7/17/13 
5. San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, 7/17/13 
6. Consolidated Mosquito Abatement District, 7/18/13 
7. Choinumni Tribe of Yokuts of the Central Valley, 7/19/13 
8. San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 7/29/13 
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From: Katherine Perez [mailto:canutes@verizon.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 7:42 AM 
To: Joshua Morgan 
Subject: Re: San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan NOP/IS 
 
Good Morning, Joshua: 
  
The proposed project may have a high potential and significant impact to our ancestral burial 
ground and village's. There are cultural site's  and village's that are in and around your proposed 
project. We urge your agency to have a qualified archeological firm and Native American 
monitor on board during the  ground disturbance. 
  
Katherine Perez, 
Northern Valley Yokut/Ohlone/Miwuk 
209.887.3415 

mailto:canutes@verizon.net


Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, Ca. 93727 

Dear Melinda, 

County of Fresno 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SUPERVISOR ANDREAS BORGEAS - DISTRICT TWO 

July 16, 2013 

The San Joaquin River is one of Fresno County's most prized natural resources that require 

protection and preservation for the enjoyment of all. The following comments are to be incorporated in to 

the scoping process for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan update and focus on protecting the 

environment, encouraging responsible recreation and public safety of visitors and the surrounding 

community. 

Please incorporate the following comments into the scoping process: 

1) The public safety concerns of the bluff homeowner community (fire, criminal activity etc.) be a top and 

remain a top priority throughout the trail system process; 

2) The placement of the proposed trail, especially between 41 and 99, be as "near and along the river" as 

legally and practically possible; 

3) The presumed buffers between the river and the proposed trail not be absolutely programmatic but can 

be modified at different segments of the river in order for the trail to be as close to the river as possible; and 

4) The public safety framework of the river area, especially between 41 and 99, be based on the San Joaquin 

River and Bluff Protection Initiative, and that Madera and Fresno Counties have identical or nearly identical 

public safety policies. 

Public safety and the protection pf our naj:llrat resm1rce are qf ptrp.ost importance and is the key to 

making the San Joaquin River safe and enjoyable for everyone. Thank you for the opportunity to participate 

in the process. 

Respectfully, 

Ul,..t~/;»~· 
Supervisor Andreas Borgeas 

Room 300, Hall of Records I 2281 Tulare Street/ Fresno, California 93721-2198 / (559) 600-2000 / FAX (559) 600-1609; 1-800-742-1011 
Equal Employment Opportunity• Affirmative Action • Disabled Employer 
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Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District 

Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
5469 E. Olive Ave. 
Fresno CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

July 16, 2013 

The Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District is a local government 
agency responsible for protecting the public from the nuisance and 
diseases associated with mosquitoes. Our District's jurisdiction 
encompasses the central section of Fresno County, which includes a 
large segment of the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
(Project). Every year, between March and October, our district is 
required to treat mosquito breeding sites along the Project's location. 

Issues such as fluctuating water levels, access to mosquito breeding 
sites, heavy vegetation and material restrictions due to Waters of the 
U.S. regulations, create a challenging environment in which to control 
mosquito populations in the area. These factors combined with an 
enhanced public presence will increase the likelihood of individuals 
being exposed to not only the nuisance of mosquitoes, but the many 
diseases transmitted by the insects. 

Therefore, it is our district's recommendation that the Project's EIR 
address these issues. The Project's EIR should also include language 
stating that any projects by the Conservancy shall be constructed in a 
manner which will mitigate any mosquito activity. The Conservancy 
must also have resources available to maintain these projects, 
eliminating the potential for future mosquito concerns. 

2338 East McKinley Avenue 

Fresno, California 93703 

Telephone (559) 268-6565 

Fax (559) 268-8918 

www.fresnomosquito.org 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project and please do 
not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Gary 
Assistant Manager 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Project and please do 
not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Gary 
Assistant Manager 



July 17, 2013 

Ms. Melinda Marks 
Executive Director 

MAYOR ASHLEY SWEARENGIN 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive A venue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

I understand that the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan scoping process closes today. 
Please incorporate the following comments into the scoping process: 

1. The public safety concerns of the bluff homeowner community (fire, criminal activity 
etc.) be a top and remain a top priority throughout the trail system process; 

2. The placement of the proposed trail, especially between SR41 and SR99, be as "near and 
along the river" as legally and practically possible; 

3. Placement of presumed buffers between the river and the proposed trail be flexible and 
subject to modification at different segments of the river in order for the trail to be as 
close to the river as possible; and 

4. The public safety framework of the river area, especially between SR41 and SR99, be 
based on the San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Initiative, and that Madera and 
Fresno Counties have identical or nearly identical public safety policies. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. Ensuring the safety and protection of 
the San Joaquin River and the surrounding community is of critical importance. 

Sincerely, 

0w~~ 
Mayor 

Fresno City Hall• 2600 Fresno Street• Fresno, California 93721-3600 
(559) 621-8000 • FAX (559) 621-7990 • www.fresno.gov 
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July 17, 2013 

Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Ave. 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 

Dear Ms. Marks: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the NOP of the Draft EIR for the San 
Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update (Master Plan Update). The following 
comments provide background of the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation 
Trust's (Parkway Trust) interests in the Master Plan Update process as well as our 
recommendations regarding the Master Plan Update and environmental impacts that 
should be evaluated in the EIR. 

Parkway Trust Background & Interest 

The Parkway Trust is a non-profit community land trust formed in 1988. Our board 
of directors number approximately 25 individuals from Madera and Fresno Counties; 
our donor base includes approximately 2,000 Valley households as well as numerous 
businesses and private foundations. Since our formation, we have participated in a 
broad ranch of activities to advance the San Joaquin River Parkway including 
actively supporting the formation of the San Joaquin River Conservancy 
(Conservancy), creating private and public funding sources, protecting and restoring 
the river's natural resources, providing public outreach, and developing a full palette 
of Valley-wide program services in the areas of river conservation, education, and 
recreation. 

Our mission is to preserve and restore San Joaquin River lands having ecological, 
scenic or historic significance, to educate the public on the need for stewardship, to 
research issues affecting the river, and to promote educational, recreational and 
agricultural uses consistent with the protection of the river's resources. 

The Parkway Trust is a land owner within the Master Plan Update planning area. 
Our ownership includes the Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies and three other 
properties. The Parkway Trust holds conservation easements on two farms and 

CREATING AND PROTECTING THE SAN JOAQUIN RIVER PARKWAY 
11605 Old Friant Road • Fresno, California 9 3730-9701 • 559.24 8.84 8 0 • Fax 559 .248.8474 • www.riverparkway.org 
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ranches near the Parkway corridor totaling over 900 acres. Additionally, the 
Parkway Trust has acquired nine other properties that have been conveyed to the 
Conservancy or California Department of Fish and Wildlife and are included in the 
Master Plan Update. 

Parkway Trust Viewpoint on the Master Plan Update 

The San Joaquin River is a vital public resource. The Master Plan Update should 
result in a document that provides a framework for conserving and restoring the San 
Joaquin River ecosystem and ensures that services in the Parkway reach create a 
regional quality of life amenity for the entire Valley. The San Joaquin River 
Parkway provides citizens of the Valley with benefits of outdoor recreation, 
education opportunities, improvements in public health, and an enhanced economy. 
The Master Plan Update EIR process provides an opportunity to ensure these goals 
are achieved while minimizing environmental impacts and ensuring consistency with 
local and regional plans and studies. 

Where a CEQA project is a programmatic planning document, like this Master Plan 
Update, the mitigation measures are typically incorporated into the plan itself as part 
of the project so that the plan is considered self-mitigating. Thus, the key to 
minimizing environmental impacts is to design the Master Plan Update to avoid 
significant impacts. Hence, many of the Parkway Trust's comment go to elements of 
the plan and project description needed to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

Specific Areas of Concern to Evaluate and Include in the EIR 

Project Description 
The starting point of any EIR is the project description. One ofCEQA' s 
fundamental requirements is that an EIR contain an accurate and complete project 
description. See County oflnyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185 (1977); 
see also 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15124. A clear and comprehensive project description 
is an essential action for meaningful public review. Without it, the public cannot be 
assured that the environmental impacts of the entire project have been considered in 
the EIR. 

The project description and Master Plan Update should include goals, policies, trail 
improvements, and funding measures to minimize environmental impacts and avoid 
inconsistencies with other plans and programs. This will facilitate the analysis of 
impacts and avoid the need to develop additional mitigation measures. In addition, 
the Master Plan Update must be internally consistent. Thus, the trail alignments and 
improvements must be consistent with the Master Plan Update goals and policies. 

Access to the River and Public Lands 
The California State Constitution, Article 10, Section 4, ensures the public's light to 
access navigable waterways such as the San Joaquin River and specifically states 
that, "the Legislature shall enact such laws as will give the most liberal construction 
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to this provision, so that access to the navigable waters of this State shall be always 
attainable for the people thereof." The land use elements and policies of the general 
plans of the City of Fresno, County of Madera, and County of Fresno also contain 
policies to provide access to the San Joaquin River Parkway for its residents. 

The design of the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan and its Implementation 
Policies have a direct impact on the Conservancy as well as other responsible 
agencies' ability to provide public access to the San Joaquin River within the 
Parkway reach. The EIR should thoroughly evaluate the Parkway's design and 
Implementing Policies to ensure that adequate public access to the river is provided 
via multi-use trails and access facilities such as parking, trail staging, restrooms, and 
vehicle entrance locations. A Parkway design that ensures access to residents of all 
parts of the Valley is not only needed to ensure consistency between the Master Plan 
Update and local jurisdictions' general plans; it is also necessary to implement the 
proposed goals and policies in the Master Plan update and ensure an internally 
consistent planning document. For example, proposed Goal G2 of the Master Plan 
Update states that the plan shall "[ e ]nsure access to all segments of the population 
and to all residents of the region, in metropolitan and outlying areas." 

In order to ensure consistency with local plans' and the Parkway Master Plan 
Update's goals to provide access to all, the EIR should also analyze the impact the 
Master Plan Update has on local land use transportation plans with a specific focus 
on identifying how Parkway users will get to and from the Parkway. Maps and 
figures to identify Parkway access locations should be included. This evaluation 
should specify the access locations by type (i.e., vehicle access and parking; public 
transit access, and trail access--pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian). The EIR 
analysis should also differentiate the access locations that exist today from those that 
need to be developed. For example, it should identify where public roads can 
provide vehicle access to public land today as compared to vehicle access that is 
dependent on future development or actions; and, the EIR should include a 
discussion of what the future actions or recommendations are. Consideration of 
parking locations near the river should be made for special needs of seniors, young 
children, individuals with restricted mobility, and special Parkway uses such as 
canoe/kayak launching. 

To implement the Parkway Master Plan Update's goal to, " [ e]nsure access to all 
segments of the population and to all residents of the region, in metropolitan and 
outlying areas," trail improvements and facilities should be designed to provide 
equitable access to surrounding communities. A Short Term Transportation Plan 
prepared in June 2011 by Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. identifies 
opportunities for improving public transit, bicycle and general access to the Parkway 
for residents and visitors for the Parkway Trust. (A copy of the study is attached to 
this letter.) The Transportation Plan found that most lower income residents do not 
live close enough to the river to walk or bike to the Parkway. (See Transportation 
Plan at 2-1 and 2-5). Thus, lower income residents will need to access the Parkway 
via public transit or private vehicles. Given the limited public transportation options, 
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the Master Plan Update should ensure that in addition to walking and biking to the 
river, visitors can drive to and park near the Parkway. As part of its discussion of 
land use and transportation impacts, the EIR should incorporate and discuss the 
information in the Transportation Plan. 

Funding & Parkway Operations 
The San Joaquin River Conservancy Act outlines that the San Joaquin River 
Parkway Plan provides a framework that the Conservancy is to implement and the 
Act also identifies the Conservancy as the agency responsible to acquire and manage 
the Parkway. The design elements of the Master Plan Update and its 
Implementation Policies will have an impact on the Conservancy' s ability to 
implement the Parkway and to successfully achieve its Legislative mandate to 
acquire and manage the Parkway. 

For the very near future, the Conservancy has significant funding available from 
Proposition 84 for capital improvements contemplated in the Parkway Master Plan. 
The EIR should analyze additional capital funding projections that will be needed as 
well as potential funding mechanisms. 

The EIR should also include a thorough analysis of the maintenance and operations 
needs for implementing the Master Plan Update, including a list of specific actions 
the Conservancy will take to create the needed funding mechanisms. The proposed 
policies and goals in the Master Plan Update recognize the need for maintenance and 
management (i.e. GS, "Provide ... proper maintenance ... to provide for public 
health and safety in the Parkway;" P23, "Maintain Parkway areas, access, and 
facilities in good condition and repair;" P38, " .. . properly maintain restrooms .. "). 
In fact, Policy 42 provides that the construction of new recreational projects will 
occur only ifthere are "sufficient long-term resources to provide for operations 
maintenance and management ... " Without adequate funding for operations and 
maintenance, existing and future improvements would fall into disrepair, creating 
significant biological and health and safety impacts. Inclusion in the Master Plan 
Update of concrete measures for creation of funding for operation and maintenance 
is necessary to avoid potentially significant impacts. 

The Conservancy took an important step by recently producing the O & M Funding 
Toolbox by Land Economics Consultants, LLC. The EIR for the Master Plan 
Update should include an analysis of the funding mechanisms identified in the 
Toolbox Report and how they will be implemented. Newly developed residential and 
commercial properties adjacent to the Master Plan Update planning area should 
contribute their proportionate share to maintenance and operations costs of existing 
and future Parkway facilities. 

Parkway Trail 
We strongly support a continuous multi-purpose trail for the length of the Parkway, 
from Highway 99 to Millerton State Park. This trail section is included as part of the 
California Recreation Trails Plan (see http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=25680). 
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We recommend the Parkway Trail Map of the Parkway Master Plan should be 
amended to show the locations where the multi-purpose trail connects into existing 
and planned community trails and transit stops in Fresno and Madera. This is 
important to analyze the ability of the Parkway Master Plan to achieve its policy 
goals of P8, "Where possible, connect the multi-purpose trail with other local and 
regional trails and bikeways originating in surrounding areas;" Pl 0, "Strive to 
connect primary multi-use trails to increase pedestrian and bicycle travel, reduce 
residents' reliance on motorized vehicles, and allow for longer, contiguous sections 
of the Parkway trail;" P14, "Coordinate with local agencies to provide linkages to the 
regional bicycle and trail systems, and to link the continuous multi-use trail along 
and throughout the Parkway; and Pl 7, "Plan for transit connections/stops at 
trailheads, Parkway staging areas, and activity centers during project development." 
The inclusion of this information will help ensure the Master Plan Update is 
internally consistent. 

The Parkway Trail Map omits an important section of the multi-purpose trail, the 
Lewis S. Eaton Trail, which is proposed for the River West-Fresno project. This 
proposed trail section should be added to the Parkway Trail Map for the reasons 
stated above. 

The Parkway Trail Map shows existing sections of the Parkway Trail in solid purple 
(Highway 41/Woodward Park to the River Center and the section near Riverside 
Golf), which are existing sections of the Lewis S. Eaton Trail. These segments were 
formally given that name in honor of the late Valley leader and conservationist when 
the trail ' s construction was approved. We recommend that the map be amended 
appropriately with the Lewis S. Eaton Trail named and that the full length of the trail 
be so designated. The existing multi-purpose trail is the most heavily used trail in 
the region and today it is widely known as the Lewis S. Eaton Trail. Further, by 
having a single name, the backbone of the main Parkway trail develops qualities of a 
signature amenity for the Parkway as a whole and is more likely to contribute to 
developing the Parkway' s regional identity. 

River West-Fresno 
We are very concerned about the graphic for River West-Fresno that is depicted on 
the Area 4 Map of the Parkway Master Plan Update. It is important that the 
Parkway's multi-purpose trail in the Highway 41 corridor area function well for 
bicycle commuters to travel routes up and down the corridor and for bicyclists and 
pedestrians to be able to cross the river and connect into the Madera and Fresno 
community trail systems. As the proposed trail alignment is currently drawn on the 
Parkway Master Plan Area 4 Map, the trail would fail to provide a good commuter 
trail and therefore is inconsistent with the City of Fresno 's Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Plan as well as the City' s General Plan Policy, which calls for the Parkway trail to 
function well for bicycle commuting and recreation purposes. This is a clear 
situation where bicycle commuting and trail design should be maximized. A 
successful implementation of dual use can make a real difference in reducing vehicle 
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trips and reducing harmful automobile emissions in our air and significant impacts 
underCEQA. 

We recommend the EIR consultants take a step back :from the trail alignment 
currently shown for River West-Fresno on the Area 4 Map and identify the existing 
and planned community trails connecting to the river corridor in Fresno and Madera 
Counties and then recommend a trail alignment that efficiently can move bicycle 
commuters within the trail system. If the EIR consultants objectively approached 
planning the alignment in such a manner, the result would be a successful and well 
used Parkway trail system that improved air quality. 

Protecting Natural and Cultural Resources 
The EIR should analyze the impacts the Parkway Master Plan Update and 
Implementation Policies will have on the river's vast natural resources including its 
plants and animals, riparian habitat, plants and animals, flood conveyance, historical 
sites, farms and working landscapes. Mitigation measures to protect these resources 
should be included to balance the important trails, public use areas, and facilities that 
the San Joaquin River Parkway will provide. 

Well over 300 species of birds, mammals, reptiles, and amphibians depend on 
California's riparian habitats. The species in a riparian community have specific 
adaptations for living in repeatedly flooded environments. Riparian forests provide 
critical wildlife habitat for migratory songbirds, waterfowl, Chinook sa1mon, and a 
host of other species. Unfortunately, less than 5 percent of riparian forests remain in 
California's Central Valley. Although progress in restoration and protection has been 
made in the last 10 years, threat to these valuable habitats continue, and as many as 
25 percent of the species dependent on these area are now at risk of extinction. 

The Parkway Master Plan Update should encourage the protection and restoration of 
riparian habitat. We support including policies to advance and assist implementation 
of the San Joaquin River Restoration Program. 

The EIR should assess the Parkway Master Plan's resilience to climate change. 
There are a number of practical steps that can be taken to address the impacts of 
climate change to riparian corridors, please see " Why Climate Change Makes 
Riparian Restoration More Important than Ever: Recommendations for Practice and 
Research," 
(https://watershed.ucdavis.edu/pdf/Seavy etal 2009 Ecological Restoration.pd!). 
In addition, ensuring the Master Plan Update provides connections to existing and 
future trails will reduce vehicle trips and the resulting emissions that contribute to 
climate change. 

The loss of farmland to residential development is one of the critical challenges 
facing agriculture in California. Some riverbottom lands in the Master Plan Update 
planning area are well suited for growing an important local food supply in close 
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proximity to an urban area. The Master Plan Update should include Implementation 
Policies that promote the permanent protection of farmland and ranches where 
appropriate. The River Parkway Trust is planning to restore a significant portion of 
its property on Rice Road to farmland and is in discussions with Vulcan Materials 
Co. regarding the adjacent land that they are reclaiming to farmland from the current 
use of gravel extraction. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the San 
Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update . 

.,,,,._oeh6-1L 
E~ecutive Director 



FINAL REPORT 
June 2011 

Short Term Transportation Plan 
San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 

N 
NELSON 
NYGAARD 





San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page i 

Table of Contents 
Page 

Chapter 1. Introduction and Context   ..................................................................................................................... 1-1
Context   ................................................................................................................................................................... 1-1

Chapter 2. Existing Conditions and Projected Transportation Needs   ............................................................... 2-1
Income Levels and Transportation Access   ............................................................................................................. 2-1
Existing Parkway Literature and Planning Documents   ........................................................................................... 2-2
Future Parkway Sites  .............................................................................................................................................. 2-8
River Parkway Site Assessment   ............................................................................................................................. 2-8
Public Outreach   .....................................................................................................................................................2-15
Projected Summary of Primary Transportation Needs   ..........................................................................................2-20

Chapter 3. Peer Review   .......................................................................................................................................... 3-1
Chapter 4. Recommendations   ............................................................................................................................... 4-1
Chapter 5. Funding Opportunities   ......................................................................................................................... 5-1
 
Appendix A  On-Line Survey Form 
Appendix B  Suggestions from On-Line Survey 
Appendix C  Parkway Expansion Poster 
Appendix D  Parkway Visitor’s Map 

 

Sources for all images are by Nelson\Nygaard unless otherwise specified. 



San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page ii 

Table of Figures 
Page 

Figure 1-1 View of River from Spano Park Overlook   .......................................................................................... 1-2
 
Figure 2-1 Median Household Income City of Fresno and portions of Madera County   ...................................... 2-5
Figure 2-2 Transportation Access to the Parkway   .............................................................................................. 2-6
Figure 2-3 Aerial Image of Friant Cove   ............................................................................................................... 2-8
Figure 2-4 Lost Lake Park’s Informal Road Network   .......................................................................................... 2-9
Figure 2-5 Junction of Old Friant Road and Friant Road (Photo A)   .................................................................. 2-10
Figure 2-6 Junction of Old Friant Road and Friant Road (Photo B)   .................................................................. 2-10
Figure 2-7 Jensen River Ranch Trails  ............................................................................................................... 2-11
Figure 2-8 Below Spano Park at River Haul Road   ............................................................................................ 2-11
Figure 2-9 Access to Riverbottom Park at Eaton Trail Segment   ....................................................................... 2-12
Figure 2-10 Sycamore Island Ranch  ................................................................................................................... 2-13
Figure 2-11 River Access from Old Highway 41   ................................................................................................. 2-14
Figure 2-12 Income distribution for online survey respondents   .......................................................................... 2-17
Figure 2-13 Vehicle access among survey respondents   .................................................................................... 2-18
Figure 2-14 Are you aware that FAX currently accesses the River Parkway Trail System?   ............................... 2-18
Figure 2-15 Would you consider taking FAX or a shuttle bus to access the Parkway?   ...................................... 2-19
Figure 2-16 Would you consider bicycling or walking to access the Parkway?   .................................................. 2-19
 
Figure 3-1 Riverview along the ARP   ................................................................................................................... 3-2
Figure 3-2 Amenities along the Katy Trail   ........................................................................................................... 3-3
Figure 3-3 Muir Woods is served by Golden Gate Transit   .................................................................................. 3-4
Figure 3-4 Aerial View of Santa Ana River Trail   .................................................................................................. 3-5
Figure 3-5 View Along Guadalupe River Trail near Downtown San Jose   ........................................................... 3-6
 
Figure 4-1 Portion of the American River Parkway Map   ..................................................................................... 4-1
Figure 4-2 Wayfinding Signage   ........................................................................................................................... 4-2
Figure 4-3 Cutaway Style Shuttle Bus   ................................................................................................................ 4-6
Figure 4-4 Shared Bicycle – Rental Kiosk   ........................................................................................................... 4-7
 
  



San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page iii 

Figure 5-1 Summary of Transportation Recommendations and Associated Costs   ............................................ 5-1
Figure 5-2 Local and Regional Funding Programs for Parkway Improvements   ................................................. 5-3
Figure 5-3 State and Federal Funding Programs   ............................................................................................... 5-6
Figure 5-4 Summary of Recommendations, Funding and Next Steps   ............................................................... 5-9
 





San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page 1-1 

Chapter 1. Introduction and Context 
The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust (SJRPCT), founded 1988, is a non-profit 
land trust formed to preserve and restore San Joaquin River lands of ecological, scenic or historic 
significance; to research issues affecting the river; and to promote educational, recreational and 
agricultural uses of the river bottom which are consistent with protection of the river’s resources.  
Establishing the San Joaquin River Parkway (Parkway) was central to the Trust’s overall mission. 
The Parkway consists of public space along the river, straddling the Fresno/Madera County 
border between Highway 99 and Friant Dam.  The Parkway currently includes over 4,000 acres of 
public land and six miles of multi-purpose trails. 

The Trust’s education programs have grown considerably over the past years. Approximately 
10,000 children now come to the river each year for field trips or summer camp excursions.  Even 
more children are expected to visit the River over the coming years now that the Fresno County 
Office of Education is offering its own field trip program. 

The Parkway has a number of areas which are currently open for public use including trail 
segments (walking/hiking/horse and bicycles), picnic sites, fishing holes and of course the river 
itself (canoeing and kayaking). Unfortunately many of these areas cannot be accessed without a 
private vehicle, and this limits who can use the Parkway and its facilities.  The closest public 
transit connection to the Parkway is FAX’s Route 30 which stops near the Lewis S. Eaton Trail 
adjacent to Woodward Park. There is no public transit service to the River Center on Old Friant 
Rd.  Lastly, bicycle access to the parkway is also quite limited due to poor or missing connections 
with the regional trail system.  
In 2010 The Trust received a grant to increase civic engagement on issues surrounding the San 
Joaquin River Parkway.  A portion of this grant was set aside to fund this Short Term 
Transportation Plan, which identifies opportunities for improving public transit, bicycle and general 
access to the Parkway for residents and visitors. 

Context 
The Parkway serves as an important asset for local residents and regional visitors. It offers a 
variety of recreational activities such as canoeing, kayaking, fishing, picnicking, outdoor 
exploration, and bicycling.  Approximately 10,000 children come to visit the river for field trips or 
summer camp excursions on an annual basis.  

In order to safeguard its current success, and support efforts to increase visitor usage, the 
Parkway needs to develop a transportation program that: 1) improves access for users and 2) 
organizes internal circulation in an easy to navigate manner. To that end, this plan has two 
primary areas of focus: 

1. Improve access for all groups to the River and Parkway facilities (Both on their way to the 
Parkway and once they arrive) 

2. Improve organization of transportation movements within the Parkway itself(when 
appropriate) 

These two focus areas will help guide development of recommendations that can be implemented 
during the five year planning horizon. Some longer-term recommendations will also be provided 
that may offer the Trust items to consider beyond the next five years.  
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Figure 1-1 View of River from Spano Park Overlook 
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Chapter 2. Existing Conditions and 
Projected Transportation 
Needs 

This chapter outlines the Parkway’s existing conditions and includes: 

• A summary of existing planning documents and their transportation goals and objectives 

• The consulting team’s site assessment 

• Results of an online survey 

• Stakeholder interviews 

The chapter concludes with an overview of opportunities and constraints.   

Income Levels and Transportation Access 
Figure 2-1 and 2-2 display maps showing median household income and existing transportation 
connections to the Parkway.  These will help frame the discussion of transportation access issues 
covered later in this chapter. 

Income levels are important in this study because they directly influence the concept known as 
the Parkway’s “walk shed.”  A walk shed refers to the area in which people can comfortably walk 
to an attraction.  It assumes that the terrain is essentially flat, walking paths are fairly direct or 
straight and the street environment is, for the most part, pedestrian friendly.  It assumes that the 
average person can/will walk about 15 to 20 minutes to reach an attraction.  This works out 
roughly to a distance of 1 mile. 

There is little to no development within 1 mile of the parkway on the northern (Madera County) 
side of the river and thus the concept of a walk shed is moot.  On the south side of the river 
(Fresno) the walk shed might logically extend down to Herndon Avenue.   

As of 2009, the average median household income for the City of Fresno was $44,773.1

What this household income information is telling us is that tells us is that Parkway’s walk shed 
consists primarily of upper income households.  There are a few lower income census tracts 
within a half mile of Blackstone on the Northside of Herndon but that’s about it.  South of Hendon 
there are more low income tracts, especially south of Bullard into the central, southern and 
eastern portions of the city.  Unfortunately all of these areas are outside of the walk shed and 
almost all of them are outside a reasonable bicycle ride distance to the parkway.  That means 
that the low income areas can probably only access the parkway via public transit or private auto.  
As noted in Figure 2-2, public transit access to the Parkway is very limited. 

 The 
northern portion of Fresno along the banks of the San Joaquin River tend to be of higher income 
(greater than $60,000 annually), particularly those areas that fall between the Riverbottom Park 
area and Fruit Avenue. Higher incomes are also found adjacent to the San Joaquin River 
Parkway along Friant Road (near the Eaton Trail).  

                                                
1 2009 American Community Survey Estimates 
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Existing Parkway Literature and Planning Documents 
Several existing documents outline the plans and goals for the Parkway. This section will briefly 
describe these documents and their relevance to this Short Term Transportation Plan. These 
documents include the following: 

• Cottonwood Creek Corridor Conservation Area Plan (2010) 

• Crossing the San Joaquin River (2009) 

• Jensen River Ranch Public Access Concept (2000) 

• Lost Lake Park Master Plan (2009) 

• River West Open Space Area Project Description (2005) 

• San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan (2000) 

In addition to these Parkway specific plans, several other city and regional planning documents 
were reviewed because they relate to nearby context and Parkway access issues. These include: 

• City of Fresno Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan (2010) 

• FAX Short Range Transit Plan 2010-2014 (2009) 

• Fresno County Regional Transportation Plan (2007) 

• Fresno County Measure C Expenditure Plan 

• Madera County Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan (2004) 

Cottonwood Creek Corridor Conservation Area Plan 
The Cottonwood Creek Corridor Conservation Area Plan was prepared by The Trust in late 2010. 
This document outlines goals for protecting the area, tools to complete that protection and 
additional recommendations for parties involved in protecting the corridor in the future. While the 
land is vastly uninhabited now, development pressure exists on the horizon. However, the 
document itself does not provide any additional information that will directly influence this Short 
Term Transportation Plan.   

Crossing the San Joaquin River 
This plan provides details of a new river crossing (at the Eaton Trail) initially outlined in the San 
Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan. The intent of this bicycle pedestrian bridge would be to 
provide safe, non-motorized access to the Parkway from both Madera and Fresno counties. 
Under present conditions, pedestrians and bicyclists coming from Madera County must cross the 
Old Highway 41 Bridge with vehicular traffic. The new bridge would be located in the River West 
Open Space Area just to the west of Highway 41. It would have a cantilevered suspension design 
that would span approximately 440 feet. It would include a 16 foot minimum trail width that would 
expand to 20 feet to enable viewing over its main span. It would also be fully ADA accessible. At 
the present time there is no construction timeline.  The construction of the bridge is contingent 
upon completion of the trail in the River West Open Space on both the Fresno County and 
Madera County sides of the River.  
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Jensen River Ranch Public Access Concept 
The Jensen River Ranch Public Access Concept Plan addresses the need to maximize public 
access to the Jensen River Ranch (adjacent to Woodward Park) while also ensuring consistency 
with the Parkway Master Plan. The plan notes that parking for the Jensen River Ranch would 
occur at the existing parking facilities at Woodward Park and that users would also access the 
facility via the Eaton Trail. The final circulation plans for the Ranch show a setting that would be 
similar to what exists today with the exception that trails would extend north of the existing 
channel and that the Tom MacMichael Sr. Loop trail would be completed and paved. The Ranch 
would also include appropriate signage that would provide “share the trail” messages and other 
use restrictions.  

Lost Lake Park Master Plan 
The project team was able to review an illustrative plan of the Lost Lake Park Master Plan which 
displays planned land uses for the park area. With respect to transportation, there does not 
appear to be any major circulation changes. However, the plan does show some additional paved 
parking lots and walking/hiking trails. It is not clear if bicyclists will be able to use these denoted 
trails. Canoe/Kayak river access will be made available at three new locations. 

River West Open Space Area Project Description 
The River West Open Space Area Project Description builds upon the Parkway Master Plan and 
provides further detail in the River West Open Space area which is just to the west of Highway 41 
(the proposed bicycle/pedestrian bridge would also be part of this planning area). Key 
components to this document include its vision for providing initial public access for recreational 
uses and an initial plan to extend the Eaton Trail westward from Woodward Park.  The Project 
Description notes that public access improvements would be limited to vehicular access and 
staging areas, the extension of the Eaton Trail from Woodward Park and internal trails to allow for 
hiking, bicycling and equestrian uses. As part of the Plan, it was noted that three access points 
are currently available (one in Madera County and two in Fresno County). At each of these 
access points, formal parking would be provided that could accommodate vehicles and 
equestrian trailers. However, it is unclear if these parking areas would be constructed due to 
neighborhood concerns. Bicycle parking racks would be provided at each of these parking areas. 
Additional bicycle and pedestrian access would be possible at the West Riverside Drive entrance 
and from a stairway that would lead to/from the Spano Park overlook.  

San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 
The San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan (Parkway Master Plan) was adopted in July of 
2000.  It includes the goals, objectives and policies for the San Joaquin River Parkway and 
serves as a policy document to guide decisions by local government agencies and the public. 
With regard to transportation, the Recreational Elements section provides the most pertinent 
information. The following paraphrased list provides a summary of these objectives: 

• Objective R-03: Recreational areas and natural reserves between Highway 99 and Friant 
Dam should be linked with a continuous, multipurpose trail. This trail should also be linked 
with other portions of the local and regional trail network (including bikeways).  

• Policy RP-11: Sign standards should be uniform throughout the River Parkway 



San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page 2-4 

• Policy RPT-2: Parkway visitation should be regulated to certain areas to ensure 
acceptable levels of service on particular corridors (Friant Road and Herndon Avenue) to 
prevent excessive traffic congestion 

• Policy RTP-3: At the time of expansion and development of the Wildwood Site and 
Woodward Park, measures should be provided to enable efficient access to SR 41 and 
SR 99 to reduce strain on Friant Road and Herndon Avenue 

• Policy RPP-1: Sufficient on-site parking will be provided to meet the usage levels during 
peak periods 

• Policy RPC-4: Alternative transportation access should be promoted by developing a 
Parkway Access Program that includes a regional transit access map that illustrates links 
to recreational and educational facilities. This should be done in coordination with local 
transit providers to facilitate Parkway access.  

• Policy RTPP-2: Participate in and promote planning efforts by Fresno Area Express (FAX) 
and other public transit operators in the region to serve the Parkway and to also promote 
and advertise available transit services and facilities among private and public event 
sponsors.   

• Policy RDP-2: Provide adequate bicycle parking facilities at key “fixed” recreational and 
educational facilities.  

• Under Recreational Management: The Parkway should consider their potential role for 
transportation as well as recreation and should provide feeder trail connections with both 
uses in mind. 
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Figure 2-1 Median Household Income City of Fresno and portions of Madera County2

 

 

                                                
2 2000 Census data extrapolated to 2009. 
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Figure 2-2 Transportation Access to the Parkway 
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City of Fresno Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan (2010) 
The Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan (BPTMP) was completed in 2010 and provides 
guidance and design standards for bicycle facilities and amenities within the City of Fresno. The 
plan provides information about the existing bicycle network and its connectivity, or gaps, with the 
Parkway.  Based on existing bicycle infrastructure, Class II bicycle facilities currently exist 
adjacent to the Parkway on portions of Friant Road, Cooper Avenue, Champlain Drive, Fort 
Washington Road and Audubon Drive. As part of the Master Plan, bicycle facility upgrades are 
planned for several of these corridors in addition to other access points along the Parkway. 
Additional information about bicycle connections can be found in Figure XX below.  

FAX Short Range Transit Plan 2010-2014 (2009) 
The FAX Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) provides a glimpse of near-term actions and targets 
for Fresno Area Express (FAX) during the next five years. Of note, Route 30 that currently serves 
Woodward Park is among the top 5 performing routes in terms of passengers/hour and 
passengers/mile. Route 30 is one of several routes in the system that will be transitioning into a 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service during the next 2 to 3 years.  The route currently terminates near 
Woodward Park (a half mile walk from Jensen River Park).  The new BRT route will likely 
terminate at River park Shopping Center or at the shopping center on Palm and Nees.  
Terminating at River Park will make access to the Parkway more difficult while terminating at 
Palm/Nees might make access to the parkway a bit easier. 

Fresno County Regional Transportation Plan (2011) 
The Fresno County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was developed to be a comprehensive 
assessment of all modes of transportation that serve Fresno County. This review covers the 
Needs Assessment and Action Element of the Plan. While a broad wealth of information is 
captured as part of the plan, only a handful of elements are relevant for this Short-Term 
Transportation Plan. One project of particular interest is the Fresno-Madera East-West Corridor 
Study that would extend Copper Avenue through the Parkway, across the San Joaquin River and 
into Madera County. This roadway, if implemented, would clearly have significant impacts on the 
Parkway. 

Fresno County Measure C Expenditure Plan 
In 2006, the voters of Fresno County approved an extension of the Measure C Program 
(originally approved by voters in 1986). This extension of this program is guided by the Measure 
C Expenditure plan that details how Measure C funds can be spent over the next twenty years 
(2007-2027). The expenditure plan was designed to include multiple modes of transportation and 
to fund programs that maintain and improve the quality of life in Fresno County. The Expenditure 
Plan provides funds for a variety of programs, but there are several that may benefit the San 
Joaquin River Parkway including Local Transportation Program (34.6% of funds), Street and 
Highway Transportation Program (30.4%), Administration and Planning (1.5%).  

Madera County Regional Bicycle Transportation Plan (2004) 
While the Madera side of the San Joaquin River is still predominately rural, there remain ample 
opportunities for improved bicycle facilities on the flat roads that could be very attractive for 
recreational cyclists.  According to the Master Plan, Avenue 9, just to the north of the San 
Joaquin River is slated for Class 2 bicycle facilities (bicycle lanes) between Highway 41 and 
Highway 99. In addition, the plan makes note of future potential development areas including 
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Gunner Ranch West and Rio Mesa. Both of these new potential development zones include 
improved bicycle facilities as part of their proposed development 

Future Parkway Sites 
There are several areas currently under public ownership which could be added to the Parkway in 
the coming years, depending upon funding and the public’s willingness to turn over the land: 

• River Vista (Madera County) 

• River West and Spano Property (Madera and Fresno County) 

• Jensen River Ranch Habitat Enhancement Phase Two 

• Fish Hatchery Visitor Improvements 

• Lost Lake Park Phase Two 

• Eaton Trail Riverside Segment (westward towards end of property) 

• Ball Ranch (Fresno County) 

River Parkway Site Assessment 
The following section outlines the consultant’s initial site assessment of several developed 
facilities in the Parkway. Generally speaking, these facilities provide basic access and have been 
well maintained. The Eaton Trail, as an example, provides users a very pleasant experience 
through smooth pavement, trail-side amenities and safe, signalized pedestrian crossings. 
However, several access improvements could be made, and these are discussed in Chapter 4. 
The sites below are in spatial order starting from the Parkway’s northeast corner, moving 
southward towards Fresno. 

Friant Area / Friant Cove 
The primary point of access to the San Joaquin 
River in Friant is at Friant Cove. This is the 
farthest upstream point for water access within 
the Parkway’s boundaries (Wagner Ranch is 
not yet open to the public).The facility includes 
a parking lot with a paved sidewalk that 
provides accessible access to the River. At the 
time of the site visit (mid-day Thursday), the 
parking lot was nearly empty and there were no 
cyclists nearby and no bicycles parked in the 
racks.  

From a cyclist’s perspective, Friant Cove would 
serve as a good stopping point for the 
recreational ride along Friant Road Expressway 
up to the Friant Dam as it has public restrooms 
and water. Picnic tables are also available and 
are easily accessible. 

Figure 2-3 Aerial Image of Friant Cove 

 
Source:  Google Images (2011) 
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The Friant Cove sign notes that it also serves as a Park and Ride facility, but it did not appear 
that it was being used for this purposes, nor is it clear if this facility is ever used in such a way. 
Pedestrian access to the facility is adequate given the low traffic volumes in the surrounding area 
and limited sidewalks. There are no formal sidewalks that provide pedestrian access to the facility 
nor are the pedestrian connections to Friant very appealing for general pedestrian traffic.  

Lost Lake Park 
Lost Lake Park, a few miles southwest of the 
dam, provides unrestricted access to the San 
Joaquin River for recreational activities such 
as birding, fishing, hiking, picnicking and 
biking. At the time of the site review there 
wasn’t much activity at this location. 
However, it was noted by several local 
residents that during the summer months, 
hundreds go to the Park during evenings and 
weekends. The park’s internal road network 
has numerous paved and unpaved paths that 
provide vehicles access to the water’s edge. 
We have some concerns about the dirt paths.  
While they do provide good access to all 
corners of the park, it is unclear if during 
times of high usage, they increase the 
chance for collisions with other vehicles and 
pedestrians as they are unmarked and 
unregulated. In addition, it is unclear during 
times of high usage if patrons understand 
exactly where they should park.  Most users probably come to Lost Lake via auto, and formal 
parking lots are available at the Park, but it would seem that individuals could also park in most 
places off the paved roadway which could lead to potential safety hazards (e.g. children running 
out from behind parked cars into traffic). However, without seeing the site during peak periods, it 
is challenging to fully understand the potential issues.  

Lewis S Eaton Trail  
The Lewis S Eaton Trail connects Woodward Park and the Jensen River Ranch on its 
southwestern terminus to the River Center. At the Woodward Park terminus, one can also 
connect to public transportation via FAX Route 30. The Trail is a well maintained and a well sized 
mixed-use path for pedestrians, cyclists, and individuals on horseback. It makes two crossings of 
roadways; Old Friant Rd and Rice Rd. At these crossings, a bicycle/pedestrian bridge allows 
uninhibited movement while those on horseback are required to make an at-grade crossing.  

The trail itself offers pleasant views of the River Valley and provides amenities such as 
educational signage and restrooms. However, the trail does not have any regulatory signage that 
may be seen on other mixed-use trails such as giving of right-of-way information, nor are there 
any wayfinding signage or mileage markers. During the time of review, there did not seem to be 
any user conflicts on the trail.  However, in times of greater use, this may become more of an 
issue. Users of the trail appeared to either drive/park, bicycle or walk directly to the trail. Trail 
users could conceivably park anywhere along the trail’s alignment (on surface streets other than 

Figure 2-4 Lost Lake Park’s Informal Road 
Network 
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Friant Rd), however, parking seemed to be concentrated on several key locations including the 
following: 

• River Center (gates close at 3PM) 

• Intersection of Old Friant Rd and Friant Rd (informal gravel lot) 

• East Champlain Dr (next to Holy Spirit Church/School) 

• River View Shopping Center Parking Lot (Parking is intended to be for retail patrons but 
clearly some individuals accessing the trail are parking here and walking across the street 
to the trail) 

• Woodward Park Parking Lots ($5.00 day fee) 

• East Perrin Road (at Lewis S Eaton Trail Gate) 

It is unclear during periods of high use which of these parking facilities sees the most usage. 
Among all of these parking locations, none of them (except perhaps River Center) was clearly 
defined for Parkway users. The small gravel parking area at Old Friant Rd and Friant Rd posed 
potential safety hazards as the parking lot is situated at a blind curve where numerous heavy 
trucks travel. It is not clear if individuals wishing to use the Parkway avoid Woodward Park 
parking lots due to the cost of parking. Parking at East Perrin Road consisted of any available 
space on the road as it dead ended into the trailhead gate.  

Crossings onto the Trail for pedestrians and bicycles appeared to be well designed with 
appropriate treatments such as pedestrian countdown signals and marked crosswalks. All major 
crossings were also signalized, allowing for safe crossings of high-speed Friant Rd. One 
exception was at Old Friant Road and Friant Road where it could be seen that pedestrians were 
making the crossing at the T-intersection (the signalized intersection is slightly to the north at East 
Copper Avenue). At both the crossings at Old Friant Rd. and Rice Rd, individuals on horseback 
are directed to an at-grade crossing. At Old Friant Rd the placement of the horseback crossing is 
precarious due to the blind curve of Old Friant Rd and the potentially fast moving right turn traffic 
coming off of Friant Rd.  

Figure 2-5 Junction of Old Friant 
Road and Friant Road 
(Photo A) 

Figure 2-6 Junction of Old Friant Road 
and Friant Road (Photo B) 

  
Source:  Google Images (2011)  



San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page 2-11 

Jensen River Ranch 
The Jensen River Ranch is adjacent to 
Woodward Park and offers unimproved 
hiking trails with direct access to the river. 
Trust staff noted that most individuals access 
the River Ranch without realizing they’ve left 
Woodward Park. Users can access the River 
Ranch by parking at the East Perrin Road 
gate or by walking through Woodward Park.  

Since there are no direct access issues for 
River Ranch, it was not reviewed in detail as 
part of the site visit.  

 

Spano Park  
Near the northern end of Palm Ave at Spano 
Park, there is a small access road (deemed 
Gravel Haul Rd) that provides direct access to 
the River. Portions of this area are part of the 
Parkway but are currently unmanaged. 
According to the Trust this land is owned by 
several different parties.  This has led to 
differences in opinion over responsibilities and 
the need to provide increased regulation. 
Presently, individuals that use Gravel Haul 
Road have access to various off-road trails and 
some use the location as a boat ramp.  

Riverbottom Park \ Eaton Trail Segment  
At the corner of Santa Fe Ave and Bluff Ave in a 
residential neighborhood, there is a small access road which leads down to the River where there 
are some informal trails and even a short paved segment of the Eaton Trail. It was observed that 
individuals park on-street and walk through a pulled-back fence to access the River. Even though 
this area is marked as a park on the Parkway map, you wouldn’t really know it when walking up to 
the fence.  It looks more like private property. There’s no signage on the street to indicate the 
area is open to the public and once through the fence, there are no signs to indicate how to 
access the existing paved trail. 

The paved trail runs along the River until it reaches the back of the Riverside Municipal Golf 
Course Clubhouse. It is unclear if individuals wishing to use the trail can park at the golf course.  

Figure 2-7 Jensen River Ranch Trails 

 

Figure 2-8 Below Spano Park at River 
Haul Road 
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Figure 2-9 Access to Riverbottom Park at Eaton Trail Segment 
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Other Points of Access 
There are several small recreation areas on the north side of the San Joaquin River.  

Wildwood Nature Park 
Located just north of the San Joaquin River on Old Highway 41 is Wildwood Nature Park. This is 
a small recreational area with a dedicated parking lot that provides access to the river and 
activities such as birding and hiking. The Park is accessed via an access road for Cobb’s Tree 
Farm.  It is challenging to locate without explicit directions from the Parkway Visitor’s Guide (see 
Appendix D).  

Sycamore Island Ranch 
Sycamore Island Ranch is located well off of the main road and is primarily used for fishing and 
hiking. The facility is open seasonally and is accessed predominately by private vehicles. The 
Ranch has a day use fee. Finding the Ranch is somewhat challenging as specific directions are 
not provided on the Visitor’s Guide and only a small sign exists off the main road to direct users to 
the Ranch.  

Figure 2-10 Sycamore Island Ranch 
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Old Highway 41 
Along Old Highway 41 (just to the east of present-day Highway 41) there is a small access point 
where individuals can follow an unmarked trail leading down to the River. This access point is not 
far from the East Perrin Road gate. Near this gate, parking is available along the roadside and at 
time of review, a couple of vehicles were parked in this area.  

Figure 2-11 River Access from Old Highway 41 
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Public Outreach 
The project team conducted an outreach program consisting of stakeholder interviews plus an 
online survey in order to better understand local issues and perceptions about access to the 
Parkway. Note - This outreach plan was not

Stakeholder Interviews 

 designed to provide a representative sample of users 
or the general population but was instead intended to simply capture as much input as possible at 
sample. 

Stakeholder interviews are an important part of any research process. In the case of the Parkway, 
a number of individuals spanning several different organizations were contacted to obtain 
personal and work-related accounts and concerns related to the Parkway. These interviews 
lasted between 15-45 minutes and covered basic questions regarding perceptions of Parkway 
access, existing transportation issues, and other items as appropriate. Recommendations for 
interview candidates were obtained from Trust staff and other stakeholders.  

The following list reflects the individuals contacted to be part of the stakeholder interviews for the 
Short-Term Transportations Plan. Unfortunately, not all were available during the short outreach 
period. 

• Bart Bohn, San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust Board Member 

• Coke Hallowell, San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust Board Member 

• George Folsom, San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust Board Member 

• Karen Maroot, Tree Fresno 

• Kearns and West, Communications consultants for other projects along the San Joaquin 
River 

• Krista Tomlinson, Department of Fish and Game 

• Maika Yang, Stone Soup Fresno 

• Mark Keppler, Former Executive Director for the Coalition for Community Trails 

• Mary Savala, San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust Board Member 

• Matt Stewart, Fresno County Office of Education 

• Melinda Marks, San Joaquin River Conservancy 

• Richard Sloan, River Tree Volunteers 

• Steve Fretz, Frequent river user 

A qualitative summary of these comments and issues is provided below: 

More access points are needed 
Generally, all parties contacted noted that there is limited number of River access points for both 
general usage and boat launch, and that additional sites for public to access the River are 
needed. Appropriate signage and/or information also should be provided about any new river 
access locations.  
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Vehicles will continue to be the primary access mode 
Like most other activity generators in the Fresno area, vehicles will continue to be the primary 
mode for accessing the parkway over the next few years.  Many people commented that despite 
the high usage levels at Los Lake, few if any people would likely use a shuttle service if it was 
provided, primarily because people tend to bring lots of gear with them (bicycles, grills, baskets, 
etc) and it’s difficult to bring these items on a bus. 

Need to control improper activity  
Some individuals noted that all-terrain vehicles (ATV) and off-road motorcycles are frequently 
seen along the Parkway.  These types of vehicles are prohibited within the Park and stakeholders 
emphasized the need for further enforcement of the Parkway regulations. The river access area 
near the intersection of Palm and Needs was often cited as a location where improper activities 
were occurring in addition to problems related to littering and overcrowding from too many parked 
vehicles.  

Information for accessing the Parkway should be improved 
Many stakeholders noted that although maps of the Parkway and its facilities do exist, they do not 
provide adequate information about directions, parking, and boat launch facilities. It was noted 
that amongst river users (mostly kayakers), information is passed by word-of-mouth, especially 
about river “put-in and take-out points “which change throughout the year. It was noted that this 
type of information needs to be conveyed to the general public both online and in print form.  

Online Survey 
In addition to stakeholder interviews, an online survey was created as a means of collecting 
feedback for the Short-Term Transportation Plan. While the feedback from the survey does not 
present a statistically valid sample of Parkway users, it does illuminate a wide range of opinions 
and potential transportation suggestions that provide input for potential recommendations.  

The online survey consisted of 13 questions asking about use of the Parkway, typical mode of 
access, demographic information and suggestions for improvements.  A copy of the survey can 
be found in Appendix A of this report. 

The survey link was distributed by email to a number of community and group email lists 
throughout Fresno.3

• Trust’s Twitter Followers and Facebook Page (approximately 750 individuals) 

 The list below includes some of the groups targeted in this effort.  

• Fresno community list servers (approximately 2,000 individuals) 

• List servers at Fresno State University (approximately 400 individuals) 

• Parkway volunteers and members (2,900 individuals) 

• Fresno Bicycle Coalition Facebook Page  

The online survey was available from February 3rd

                                                
3 Lists were provided by Trust staff. 

 until mid-March. Approximately 100 responses 
were collected from a wide variety of users. Given the inherent high household income bias 
associated with on-line surveys, it wasn’t surprising to see that a higher percentage of users 
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came from medium to high income households. During the analysis of results the consultant was 
clear to differentiate survey responses based on income group. Figure 2-12 below shows the 
distribution of the 100 survey respondents. The majority of respondents earned more than 
$60,000 annually. As a note, the median household income in Fresno from the 2000 census was 
$34,725.It should be noted that only two respondents said they had annual household incomes 
below $15,000/year income group. 

Only respondents who indicated they have used the Parkway within the past 12 months were 
included in the figures below.  

Figure 2-12 Income distribution for online survey respondents 

 
 

Respondents were then asked to provide information about vehicle access (which is a proxy for 
understanding individual mobility and transit-dependence). All respondents indicated they had 
access to at least one vehicle, with the majority having access to two or more vehicles.  

Less than 
$15,000

2%

$15,001-
$30,000

10%

$30,001-
$60,000

18%$60,001-
greater

70%

N=100 



San Joaquin River  Parkway Short  Term Transportat ion  P lan •  F i n a l  R epo r t  

S A N  J O A Q U I N  R I V E R  P A R K W A Y  A N D  C O N S E R V A T I O N  T R U S T  

 

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. • Page 2-18 

Figure 2-13 Vehicle access among survey respondents 

 
Respondents were asked about public transit accessibility. Currently, FAX Route 30 connects to 
the beginning of the Eaton Trail in Woodward Park. However, it was believed that many people 
were unaware of this connection and/or do not use this location as an access point to the 
Parkway.  The results of this question are found in Figure 2-14. 

Figure 2-14 Are you aware that FAX currently accesses the River Parkway Trail System? 

 
Respondents were asked if they would consider taking FAX or a shuttle bus to access the 
Parkway. The results were not completely conclusive with the majority of individuals with incomes 
over $60,000 stating they would not consider taking transit to the Parkway, while other income 
groups were mixed.  
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Figure 2-15 Would you consider taking FAX or a shuttle bus to access the Parkway? 

 
In another question, respondents were asked their opinion on whether or not they would consider 
bicycling or walking to access the parkway. Based on responses, an overwhelming majority 
stated they would (if it were within reasonable distance from their home or place or origin). 

Figure 2-16 Would you consider bicycling or walking to access the Parkway? 

 
The following section groups the qualitative feedback into themes/areas. 

Improve Public Knowledge of Existing Access Points 
Many respondents noted that information about existing access points is very limited.  Upon 
arrival at the access points it is often unclear which land is public and which is private.  This leads 
some to believe they’re accessing the Parkway illegally. It was continually emphasized that 
improved published information and better signage would help improve access to the Parkway.  
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Expansion and Improvement of Vehicle Parking Facilities 
Suggestions were made that parking facilities were not adequately provided for some areas of the 
Parkway and that some existing parking areas needed improvement.  Respondents did comment 
that they understand the provision of parking balances a fine line between providing easy access 
with the desire to ensure ecological preservation and impacts. 

Improve Bicycle Path Access and Bicycle Amenities 
Some respondents noted the importance of ensuring safe bicycle access from other portions of 
the City. At this time, this likely means ensuring safe crossings from the various bicycle paths that 
intersect Friant Road and the Parkway.  It likely also means continued advocacy for improved 
bicycle paths and other infrastructure (sensors at traffic signals specifically for bicycles) that 
enhance bicycle travel and convenience from various part of the City to the Eaton Trail. In 
addition, there were several suggestions that the Parkway should invest in additional bicycle 
racks at key destinations to provide secure bicycle parking. Another suggestion included working 
to improve connections between the Spano Vista Point (and potential for the extension of the 
Eaton Trail) and the Sugar Pine Trail that ends at Blackstone Ave. and Nees Ave.  

Van/Shuttle Service from Community Centers/Schools/Churches during certain times of year 
It was suggested that some type of van or shuttle service be implemented for weekends or on a 
seasonal basis. The purpose of this shuttle would be to bring families and/or community groups 
from low income areas to the Parkway. 

Establish Bicycle Rental Program  
The idea of a bicycle rental program was raised a few times by survey respondents. Bicycle rental 
would give individuals without a bicycle or those without a means to transport a bicycle an 
opportunity to more easily explore much of the Parkway and nearby recreational facilities. 

The complete list of suggestions can be found in Appendix B of this report.  

Projected Summary of Primary Transportation Needs 
Using the data collected from the document review, site assessment, stakeholder interviews and 
on-line survey, the consultant developed a summary of the transportation needs that exist in the 
Parkway today and/or are likely to exist over the next several years.  Based on a preliminary 
evaluation of all potential needs, the consultant believes that the following four should be 
evaluated in more detail doe to their potential for success during the short term. 

Improve Informational Signage, Wayfinding and Access Information 
A common theme amongst all users is the challenge in just locating Parkway access points. For 
users arriving by private vehicle, a secondary challenge at some locations is finding parking that 
is both public and permissible. For facilities along the Eaton Trail, this is less of an issue since the 
trail is in clear site of Friant Road and several signalized crossings are provided for safe 
crossings. However, at other locations such as Sycamore Island Ranch, Riverbottom Park and 
the Eaton Trail Riverside segment, access points are often minimally marked and may not have 
any defining signage at all. In addition, much of the access information as of present (such as 
times of operation and parking) is not available online and is not presently clearly defined in the 
Parkway’s Visitor’s Guide (Appendix D).  
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Improve Vehicle and Bicycle Parking Facilities 
High quality parking areas are either: a) not available in many locations or b) not consistently 
available.  Parking facilities do not necessarily need to be paved (other permeable materials 
could be used to reduce run-off impacts), but they should provide the user with a consistently 
available location and relatively flat surface area, particularly if they need to be ADA compatible.  

Bicycle parking/storage facilities could be increased throughout the Parkway with the anticipation 
that an extended trail network would induce additional demand for recreational and commuter 
bicyclists. 

Shuttle Service and Bicycle Rental Program  
If funds become available, the Trust should consider implementing a bicycle rental program and 
possibly a seasonal/weekend shuttle service.   

Coordination with Adjacent City/County Organizations 
As a means to ensure seamless transportation connections and coordinated wayfinding, future 
efforts should include outreach to appropriate city and county organizations to ensure mutual 
goals can be met in a collaborative manner.  
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Chapter 3. Peer Review 
Peer reviews are an excellent way to collect information about what works or doesn’t work in 
similar environments.  Nelson\Nygaard conducted a peer review of regional park facilities thought 
to be similar in nature (either present or future) to the San Joaquin River Parkway. The peer 
facilities included in this review include: 

• American River Parkway (Sacramento) 

• Katy Trail State Park (Missouri) 

• Tilden Regional Park (Berkeley) 

• Muir Woods National Monument (Marin County, CA) 

• Acadia National Park (Bar Harbor, ME) 

• Tuolumne River Regional Park (Modesto) 

• Santa Ana River Trail and Parkway (Southern CA) 

• Guadalupe River Trail (San Jose) 

American River Parkway (Sacramento) 
The American River Parkway (ARP) near Sacramento is likely the park that is most similar in 
nature to the ultimate vision for the San Joaquin River Parkway.4

The American River Parkway has numerous access points. The majority are geared towards 
automobile access, especially parking facilities. In addition to vehicle access points, the Parkway 
has numerous pedestrian/bicycle-only access points which usually connect with lower volume 
streets, residential neighborhoods and other regional bicycle routes. These access points are 
clearly marked on the ARP map. 

 The American River Parkway is 
23 miles long and runs along the American River from Folsom Lake on its eastern terminus to the 
Sacramento River and Sacramento on its western terminus. The Parkway encompasses a 
number of smaller parks and recreational facilities and provides access to nature centers, 
picnicking, boating, bicycling, hiking, golfing, bird watching, and fishing. The ARP has become a 
very popular bicycling destination for cyclists of all ranges and skills. Its unimpeded paved bicycle 
trails that stretch across the county provide both ample space for recreational cyclists and also a 
safe and pleasant cycling link between the various communities along the American River.  

Public transit provides access to numerous parts of the ARP, but these intersecting routes are not 
explicitly marked on the ARP map, nor is the ARP listed as a destination on Sacramento Regional 
Transit’s system map. It is unclear on how many people access the Parkway via public 
transportation links, but based on proximity to transit routes, it is certainly possible to use transit 
on the western portion of the Parkway that resides within Sacramento County. 

Park entrance fees are collected on vehicles (fee varies depending on vehicle size). Individuals 
accessing the park by foot, on bicycle, or other non-motorized mode do not pay an entrance fee.  

There are numerous elements of the 2008 American River Parkway Plan Public Access and 
Trails section that are relevant for the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust. This 

                                                
4 This isn’t surprising as the SJRPCT has used the American River Parkway as a model. 
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includes guidance on informational and directional signage that may aid individuals in finding their 
way to or through the facility, a summary of five types of access points (pedestrian, vehicular, 
etc.) and some of the support facilities associated with each. The report also mentions concern 
for bicycle commuters and integration of public transportation in Parkway planning. As of now, 
ARP wayfinding signage includes only internal wayfinding and mileage markers. However, it has 
been discussed in the future to add nearby transit and street connections to these wayfinding 
signs to improve external orientation.  

One section outlined existing public transportation and shuttle services that currently operate in or 
near the Parkway. Currently, the only dedicated shuttle services that operate in the American 
River Parkway are those that serve raft rental customers (seasonal). While the ARP has no direct 
influence over these services, they continue to be promoted as a means of reducing demand on 
Parkway parking facilities. Public transportation access currently exists via bus routes that 
intersect the ARP, but no special considerations have been made for route alignment changes to 
better serve the Parkway. Future plans for a light rail project to connect Downtown Sacramento to 
the Airport include a crossing over the Parkway. In this situation, it was advised that while the 
light rail station should not be physically located within the ARP boundaries, it should be in close 
proximity and a bicycle and pedestrian path should provide a direct connection to the ARP 
facilities.  

Sacramento County, like 
Fresno County, has sales 
tax funds that are dedicated 
towards transportation 
projects. One million dollars 
of Sacramento Measure A 
funds are dedicated to the 
ARP on an annual basis and 
can be used for capital 
projects or operating costs. 
Additional funds are also 
obtained through 
Environmental 
Enhancements and 
Mitigation Program (EEMP) 
funds. These funding 
sources are in addition to 
any county funding that is 
allocated to the ARP.  

With respect to other 
general policies, The ARP 
also had significant 
development pressure along its boundaries (similar to the Parkway). In response to this pressure, 
and as a means to ensure consistent practices in the future, the American River Parkway 
Combining Zone was created that outlines specific development criteria for any new development 
adjacent to the ARP. It was noted that a similar policy may be useful for the San Joaquin River 
Parkway in the future.  

Figure 3-1 Riverview along the ARP 
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Katy Trail State Park (Missouri) 
The Katy Trail State Park is a 225 mile long mixed-use trail that spans central and eastern 
Missouri. The trail follows the former rail right-of-way of the Missouri-Kansas-Texas (MKT) 
Railroad from which the park receives its name. The majority of the trail follows the northern bank 
of the Missouri River in Missouri and provides an exclusive right-of-way for pedestrians, cyclists, 
and horseback riders. The Katy Trail connects over twenty-five different cities along its path.  

Bicyclists account for a significant 
number of users on the Katy Trail, 
and there are many amenities that 
cater to this group including 
mileage and information markers 
at each city and wayfinding 
signage to help direct people 
to/from the trail into city centers. 
Furthermore, numerous private 
shuttle services cater to touring 
and recreational cyclists and assist 
them in traversing the trail. These 
shuttles are mostly operated by 
local taxi companies, bicycle 
shops/bicycle rental outlets or bed 
and breakfasts and do not have 
regular schedules.  

The majority of the Katy Trail 
passes through rural areas and 

thus there are limited public transportation connection points along the trail. However, at the 
Trail’s terminus in Saint Charles, Missouri, St. Charles Area Transit (SCAT) does provide some 
access to the trail.  In addition, Amtrak does serve several locations along the Trail.  

Tilden Regional Park (Berkeley) 
Tilden Regional Park, located in the East Bay Hills just east of Berkeley, provides convenient 
recreational offerings to nearby residents in Berkeley and Oakland. The Park contains trails for 
hiking, horseback riding and bicycling, and has facilities for swimming, golfing, and educational 
programs. Due to its close proximity to residential areas, many people can walk or bicycle directly 
into the park via local roads. However, its location on top of a ridgeline makes it a challenging 
walk or ride for some users.  

The park itself is served directly via public transportation. On weekdays and weekends, AC 
Transit provides service from the Downtown Berkeley BART Station to the periphery of Tilden 
Regional Park. This service runs from approximately 6AM-8PM on weekdays and 8AM-7PM on 
weekends. On weekends, the route changes slightly to run through the middle of the park to 
better serve patrons. This route passes by several park attractions such as the Merry-Go-Round, 
Golf Course and Environmental Education Center.  

In addition to general public transportation service, the park offers a Parks Express 
Transportation Program which is coordinated through the East Bay Regional Park District. This 
program provides low-cost transportation to all of the East Bay Regional Parks for low-income 
schools, groups serving children from low-income families, seniors, and individuals with 

Figure 3-2 Amenities along the Katy Trail 
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disabilities. To be eligible for this program, schools and other organizations must check their 
eligibility status based on program requirements.5

Tilden Regional Park provides an example of an existing public transportation network being 
augmented to provide specific service to provide access to a major park facility, that otherwise, 
would be challenging to access without a private vehicle. 

 This program can offer groups school buses, 
coach buses, and/or lift vans depending on user group needs. However, most trips require a 
minimum number of passengers. This program is operated as needed and does not offer any 
regularly scheduled service.  

Muir Woods National Monument 
Muir Woods National Monument, located approximately 12 miles north of San Francisco, offers 
visitors hiking, bicycling, and educational programs throughout the year. While it is in relative 
close proximity to other Marin County cities, its physical location and topography create access 
challenges for those without a private vehicle. In addition, in busy months, congestion on Muir 
Woods Road often becomes problematic.  

As an alternative to driving, a shuttle service was initiated to connect visitors from nearby 
Sausalito and Marin City. The shuttle typically operates on weekends from late May through late 
September with service operating every 20-30 minutes. Riders can transfer from stop locations to 
Golden Gate Transit which provides connections to/from San Francisco and other points in Marin 
County. As of 2010, fares on the service were $3 round trip and $1 for persons with disabilities 
and seniors (65+). Funding for the Muir Woods Shuttle is provided by Marin Transit and the 
National Park Service.  

The Muir Woods Shuttle service is a 
useful model to illustrate how 
weekend shuttle service can be used 
to provide a last-mile connection 
from existing transit services to a 
park that is difficult to access without 
a private automobile. However, it 
should be noted that the high park 
attendance and somewhat 
constrained roadway access to Muir 
Woods provides significant 
differences as compared to the San 
Joaquin River Parkway. Public transit 
is an attractive option for Muir Woods 
primarily because of key 
disincentives to driving like traffic 
congestion and limited parking. 

                                                
5 Eligibility information can be found here: 
http://www.ebparks.org/files/ebrpd_2010_Parks_Express_Info_Sheet_App_Combo.pdf 

Figure 3-3 Muir Woods is served by Golden Gate 
Transit 

 

http://www.ebparks.org/files/ebrpd_2010_Parks_Express_Info_Sheet_App_Combo.pdf�
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Tuolumne River Regional Park (Modesto) 
The Tuolumne River Regional Park, as proposed, will provide recreational facilities along a seven 
mile stretch of the Tuolumne River in Ceres and Modesto, CA. Presently several sections of the 
larger park facility are already open to the public. These facilities provide local residents with 
access to walking/bicycling trails, the river and sports facilities. When completed, the Park will 
provide uninterrupted recreational access to over 500 acres on the north bank of Tuolumne River. 

The Gateway site, which is the largest piece of the Park near downtown, will have a Riverwalk, an 
“Amphimeadow”, Boardwalk, Farmers’ Market, and educational facilities.  

Presently there is a relatively good level of public transit access transportation access to this site 
due to the existing transit routes and the good street connectivity on the north side of the River. 
Parking facilities, while not yet complete, have been designed to best fit the intended use of the 
facility (e.g. short-term facilities for cyclists and picnickers and longer-term, un-paved facilities for 
individuals attending various events). Of particular interest for this facility is the opportunity to 
improve north-south non-motorized connections across the Tuolumne River. These are reflected 
in the proposed bicycle/pedestrian bridges connecting Modesto on the north with Ceres on the 
south. 

Upon discussion with local officials, access to the Parkway will be relatively good considering the 
facilities close proximity to downtown. The distance between Modesto City Hall and the Gateway 
site is short and the corridor (10th

Similar to the San Joaquin River Parkway, the Tuolumne River Regional Park has ownership of 
various parcels of land, some of which are not yet developed. However, the Tuolumne River 
Regional Park currently lists these areas as “future locations” and does not open them to the 
general public.  

 Street) will designed in the future as a pedestrian-priority 
corridor. While no dedicated shuttles have been considered at this time, shuttles have been 
discussed to help cater to large events at the Gateway site. The intent of these shuttles would be 
to ferry people from various parking lots and downtown to the event grounds. If shuttles were to 
be implemented, they would most likely be operated by the City of Modesto.  

Santa Ana River Trail and Parkway (Southern CA) 
The Santa Ana River Trail and Parkway is a 110 
mile trail and bicycle corridor that, at completion, will 
stretch from Big Bear Lake to the Pacific Ocean. 
The trail passes through both urban and rural 
environments, including the cities of Huntington 
Beach, Costa Mesa, Santa Ana, Orange, Chino and 
Riverside among others. The trail is managed by a 
Policy Advisory Group (PAG) that is comprised of 
eight elected representatives from county and city 
governments and other relevant local bodies. 
Compared to the San Joaquin River Parkway, the 
Santa Ana River Trail and Parkway is focused 
primarily on the trail itself as opposed to the trail 
and

Figure 3-4 Aerial View of Santa Ana 
River Trail 

 the adjacent river environment.  Cyclists, 
runners, walkers, and horseback riders all use the 
trail. Several parks along the trail have facilities for 
formal outdoor team sports. In the upper portions of 

 

 
 
Image source: Google Earth 
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the trail near the San Bernardino National Forest, the trail activities also includes skiing, camping, 
hiking, rock climbing and fishing.  

For the portions of the trail that pass through urban areas, the trail is in very close proximity to 
residential neighborhoods and existing public transportation networks. It is unclear if any of the 
existing transit that passes the Parkway was a result of collaborative service planning to service 
the facility. The River Trail and Parkway does not provide boating access.  

Guadalupe River Trail (San Jose) 
The Guadalupe River Trail in San Jose, CA is an 11 mile paved pedestrian and bicycle path that 
runs along the Guadalupe River through downtown San Jose and into San Francisco Bay. It 
provides access for walkers, joggers and cyclists. The trails are well linked to the existing street 
network and also have several parking areas. The trail is linked to other regional trails such as the 
Bay Area Ridge Trail and the San Francisco Bay Trail. Compared to the San Joaquin River 
Parkway, the Guadalupe River is quite narrow and does not provide any boating access. Since 
the River Trail is in such close proximity to downtown San Jose and many other dense 
neighborhoods, it is easily accessible through existing public transportation networks.  

Figure 3-5 View Along Guadalupe River Trail near Downtown San Jose6

 

 

 

                                                
6Image Source: Grey3k (Wikipedia Commons) 
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Chapter 4. Recommendations 
The consultant has developed a list of transportation recommendations that respond to the issues 
and needs outlined in Chapter 3. The consultant believes that a multimodal approach is most 
appropriate to improve access for all users. The recommendations in the following section include 
suggestions for bicycle, pedestrian, public transportation as well as parking improvements for 
2012 through 2016. 

A note about the relationship of the recommendations to the original project scope of 
work– This Short Range Transportation Plan, as originally scoped, was supposed to focus 
primarily on identifying opportunities for improving access to the park for low income individuals in 
Fresno.  However, once the consultant begin working on the project, exploring the area and 
talking with Trust staff it became apparent that the project objectives should be broadened and 
refocused.  To that end, Nelson\Nygaard approached the study with the objective of identifying 
opportunities to improve general transportation services and access to/from and within the 
Parkway, to all

Program #1 - Map and Information Enhancements 

 potential user groups.  

Context/Existing Condition:  The most commonly cited complaint about access to the Parkway is 
about the lack of information about how to reach various Parkway facilities and the policies 
surrounding access points. The current version of the Parkway Visitor Guide (Appendix D) 
provides a list of Parkway facilities and potential activities at each. However, additional critical 
access information (such as parking instructions, times of open access) is not provided for each 
location. Furthermore, certain properties are listed as being under public ownership and upon 
arrival, yet when someone arrives at the site they might find it fenced off and that can lead to a 
feeling of trespassing. Some of the common put-in points for boaters (such as Friant Cove) are 
not listed as boat launch sites. 

Figure 4-1 Portion of the American River Parkway Map7

 

 

                                                
7 Source: American River parkway (Sacramento County Regional Parks Department) 
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Many of these issues can be mitigated or even eliminated simply by providing an improved map 
that provides clear, concise and comprehensive access information. Additional Visitor’s Guide 
improvements are noted in the recommendations section below. In addition, site specific 
information at key locations around the Parkway should be implemented (such as bus stops, 
directional signage off of primary roads, Parkway entrances, etc).  

Recommendation: Update the Visitor’s Guide to distinguish between developed and undeveloped 
Parkway facilities and provide clear information about transit routes/connectivity, parking lots, 
bicycle paths and trails and pedestrian access points for all for developed sites. The Guide should 
also provide specific instructions for water users – indicating boat launch facilities and policies 
about potential pull-out points. Signage should also be considered for transit stops near the 
Parkway as well as directional signage towards the Parkway on major roadways (Highway 41). 
All access points should have “brochure boxes” to hold copies of the Visitor’s Guide, similar to 
what can be found at the Jensen River Ranch and the entrance of the Eaton Trail adjacent to 
Woodward Park.  

Action Items: 
1. Update Visitor Guide Map (printed and on-line version) 

• Cost - $8,000 for camera ready original (printing 
copies is extra)8

• Timeline – 2 to 3 weeks 

 

2. Create new trail and access signs 

• Cost - $15,000 for 50 24”x24” signs, poles and 
brochure boxes9

• Cost - $20,000 for installation labor ($100/hr * 2 hrs 
*50 locations)

 

10

• Cost - $2,000 for design work

 
11

• Timeline – 2 weeks to finalize sign design, 2 months 
to order and 2 weeks to install 

 

Total Program Cost - $45,000 
 
  

                                                
8 Source – Nelson\Nygaard cost estimate 
9 Source - http://www.barcoproducts.com/store/index.asp?DEPARTMENT_ID=44 
10 Source - Nelson\Nygaard cost estimate 
11 Source - Nelson\Nygaard cost estimate 

Figure 4-2 Wayfinding 
Signage 

 
Source:  City of Berkeley, CA 
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Program #2 - Parking Facility Enhancements 
Context/Existing Condition:  Parking needs vary depending on the specific facility. At some 
locations such as Wildwood Native Park or Friant Cove, existing parking is ample and appropriate 
for the uses. However, other locations such as Lost Lake Park and points along the Eaton Trail 
may warrant parking facility improvements.  

The existing parking supply at Lost Lake is likely more than adequate. However, much of this 
parking is on unimproved land (as compared to developed parking lots). This type of parking 
provides good overflow capacity in times of high usage. However, these lots can be a bit chaotic 
or dangerous at times of high usage simply because they are by design, somewhat unorganized.  
The consultant is concerned about the safety of small children in these lots during peak periods.   

Other Parkway facilities simply need to have some type of parking made available to users. This 
doesn’t necessarily mean creating a formal paved lot.  In most cases it might just require 
adequate signage to direct users to the nearest available formal or informal parking area(s).  
Informal parking is already occurring along the Eaton Parkway at places such as the intersection 
of Old Friant Road and Friant Road. The location does have some safety issues due to the blind 
curve on Old Friant Road.  People do park vehicles on the corner where high speed right turns 
from southbound Friant Road onto Old Friant are occurring. This location appears to be a popular 
access point and it would benefit from either: 1) installation of a formal parking lot or 2) signage 
that directs people to nearby parking areas.  

New Parkway facilities may need parking as they open to the public.  In most cases this might 
require nothing more than signage directing people to nearby parking facilities.  In some cases it 
might require the construction of new lots.  At this time there is no reasonable way for the 
consultant to estimate the cost for new parking facilities because it is still unclear at what pace the 
new facilities will come on line and how much, if at all, they will add to parking demand. 

Recommendations:  
1. Complete a Parking Management plan during 2011/12 

• Cost - $20,000 

• Timeline – 90 to 120 days 

2. Design/Purchase/Install new signage for parking areas12

• Cost - $15,000 for 50 24”x24” signs, poles and brochure boxes

 
13

• Cost - $20,000 for installation labor ($100/hr * 2 hrs *50 locations)

 
14

• Cost - $2,000 for design work

 
15

• Timeline – 2 weeks to finalize sign design, 2 months to order and 2 weeks to install 

 

Total Program Cost - $57,000 

                                                
12 This is very similar to the recommendation for Program #1.  The two programs could be combined and this would 
result in a total cost reduction of 15-25%. 
13 Source - http://www.barcoproducts.com/store/index.asp?DEPARTMENT_ID=44 
14 Source - Nelson\Nygaard cost estimate 
15 Source - Nelson\Nygaard cost estimate 
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Program #3 - Establish Shared Parking Facilities with Nearby Facilities  
Context/Existing Condition:  Presently, there are several neighboring parking lots that could 
potentially serve as shared parking facilities for the Parkway. The creation of shared lots is 
typically more cost effective and much quicker to implement than building new parking lots.  It 
also has a much lower ecological impact on the environment. However, developing shared 
parking agreements isn’t always as easy as it might seem.  The highest use period for the 
Parkway’s facilities is likely to be the weekends. Some of the lots the consultant identified as 
possible shared use lots (Riverside Municipal Golf Course, the River View Shopping Center and 
Holy Spirit Catholic Church adjacent to Woodward Park) are also at their peak utilization during 
weekends.  That’s not to say that they don’t have excess capacity on weekends, but rather that it 
might be difficult to arrange a shared use program unless those facilities can be assured of 
having enough parking for all of their patrons. 

A business park would be an ideal candidate for a shared use parking program.  Unfortunately, 
the only potential business park candidate identified by the consultant was the office park at the 
intersection of Palm and Nees and that one has limited physical capacity. 

Recommendation:  
1. Identify existing parking facilities that are within close proximity of River Parkway and initiate 

discussions to determine if shared parking arrangements would be possible in the future.  
• Cost – Mostly staff time (less than $2,000) 
• Timeline – Several months 

Total Program Cost – Up to $2,000 

Program #4–Traffic Operations and Public Transit or Shuttle Services 
Context/Existing Condition: The City of Fresno has an important role to play in enhancing access 
to the parkway.  The City’s Public Works Department has the ability to: 1) designate and/or 
improve bicycle routes that connect with the Parkway’s access points, 2) improve sidewalks next 
to the Parkway, and 3) provide appropriate traffic countermeasures to ensure safety for Parkway 
users.  

Fresno Area Express (FAX) is the local transit system that comes closest to the Parkway.  FAX is 
about to introduce a new Rapid Bus Service.16

Although the consultant does not foresee public transit playing a significant role in providing 
access to the Parkway, the Trust might want to consider partnering with FAX to test passenger 
demand to the Trust’s River Center on Old Friant via either a weekend extension of a FAX route 

  One of the routes (Blackstone Corridor) will have 
a terminal point at or near (within ½ mile) Woodward Park or Spano Overlook.  Regardless of 
where the terminal point is physically located, there should be information and signage at the stop 
to direct patrons to the closest Parkway access point. 

                                                
16 This route will provide service every 15 minutes on weekdays and weekends.  It will travel the length of Blackstone 
and will connect with most other FAX routes in downtown Fresno.  Source: Fresno Bus Rapid Transit Master Plan 
(2008), Kimley-Horn & Associates.  
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or a demonstration shuttle program.17

Extending one of the FAX hourly routes like Route 45 will require lengthening the round-trip cycle 
time, which in turn means adding a bus to the route.  Service would be provided via a standard 
30’ to 40’ heavy-duty transit coach.   It currently costs about $95/hour to provide FAX service.  
Adding a bus from 10:00am to 6:30pm on Saturdays and Sundays between April 1 and October 
31 will require 476 hours of annual revenue service.

  Buses could stop at Woodward Park along the way, which 
would provide a fairly close access point for both the Eaton Trail and Jensen River Ranch. 

18

The other option is to implement a demonstration stand-alone weekend shuttle service that would 
directly connect certain parts of Fresno with the Parkway.  This service could be targeted at low 
income groups.  The service could be contracted to FAX or a third party provider including non-
profit groups in a low income areas of Fresno (e.g. Boys and Girls Club or YMCA/YWCA, etc).  
The shuttle would operate from April 1 to October 31.  Service would be provided from 10:00am 
to 6:30pm on Saturdays and Sundays.  A small cutaway bus (light duty 16 passenger vehicle) 
could be used. 

  At $95/hour, the annual cost will be just 
over $45,220.  Fare revenue will offset some of the cost (roughly 20%) and thus the net cost 
would drop to approximately $36,000 per year. 

Based on recent Nelson\Nygaard projects in similar cities throughout California, a third party 
operator, if asked to provide the vehicle, would charge between $60 and $75 per revenue hour of 
service.  If the shuttle services provides the same total amount of service as the proposed 
weekend extension of FAX service (476 annual hours), then the total cost would range between 
roughly $29,000 and $36,000.  Assuming the same farebox revenue ratio as noted above (20%), 
the net annual cost should fall in the range of $23,000 to $29,000. 

Recommendations:  
1. Continue working with the Fresno Public Works Department to identify and implement 

potential street and sidewalk improvements adjacent to the Parkway. 

2. Explore opportunities for creating a demonstration seasonal shuttle service using a local 
non-profit service provider.  

• Cost – Annual operating contract $29,000 up to $40,000 
• Timeline – Service could be set up in time for April 2012 rollout 

Total Program Cost –Up $40,000/year 

Demand for Transit/Shuttle Services 
Based on our previous work on transit and shuttle services that serve regional parks and similar 
attractions, and given what we already know about travel patterns in Fresno and the attractions at 
the Parkway, we believe that the demand for transit or shuttle service to the park will be very 
limited.  We are estimating that an extension of a FAX Route or a new demonstration shuttle 
service will attract only 6 to 10 passengers per revenue hour.  That’s approximately 45 to 70 
passengers per day

  
 or roughly 2,800 to 4,800 per year. 

                                                
17 Our peer review confirmed what NN already knows…most people prefer to access regional parks via walking, bicycle 
or private auto.  Transit does not provide the flexibility that people want and need when they visit this kind of attraction. 
18 1 bus x 8.5 hrs/day x 2 weekday days x 28 weekends = approximately 476 annual revenue hours 
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Figure 4-3 Cutaway Style Shuttle Bus 

 

Program #5 - Marketing to Nearby Neighborhood Associations for Walking Programs 
Context/Existing Condition The portion of the Eaton Trail that is adjacent to nearby residential 
neighborhoods has the distinct benefit of having many potential Parkway users living within 
walking distance of the access points. The Parkway should capitalize on this group’s proximity 
and encourage events on the Eaton Trail that could be similar to the current nature walks. 

Recommendation:  
1. Conduct outreach to nearby neighborhood groups and Homeowner Associations such as 

The Dominion, Woodward Lake and Cooper River Ranch and establish walking programs 
or walking groups.  

• Cost – Mostly staff time (less than $1,000) 

• Timeline – Could begin immediately and would be an on-going process 

Total Program Cost - $1,000+/year 

Program #6 – Improve access to the Parkway near Palm Ave and Nees Ave 

Context/Existing Condition: Parkway patrons can visit the Spano Park Vista Point for picnicking or 
general relaxation. This site does not offer a true access point to the river and yet people can 
frequently be seen walking down Gravel Haul Road, or hopping the fence in order to get to the 
River.  This location seems to be a natural access point.  Given its proximity to the street network 
(Palm/Nees), transit service (FAX routes 26 and 45) and the retail center (potential parking) it 
seems only logical to create a formal access point at some point in the future. 
Recommendation: 

1. Develop a formal river access point with appropriate signage and trail access.  

2. Work with local businesses to utilize existing parking facilities to conserve lands near the 
River and ensure that local public transit routes are noted as a means of Parkway access. 

3. Restrict vehicle access on Gravel Haul Road if possible for purposes of utilizing area for 
recreation and not parking.  

• Cost – Unable to determine at this time 
• Timeline - Unknown 
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Program #7 - Provide Bicycle Rental Facilities 

Context/Existing Condition:  It was noted by several 
survey participants that they would be interested in 
seeing bicycle rental facilities at the Parkway in the 
future. Bicycle rental would enable individuals who 
either do not own or have a means of transporting a 
bicycle to be able to traverse up and down the 
Parkway by bike for a nominal fee. 

Fresno boasts numerous bicycle shops. However, 
there are no current places to rent bicycles for short 
periods of time, particularly near the Parkway. Bicycle 
rental facilities would have varying requirements 
depending on the size of the operation. Basic needs 
would include bicycle storage, place to conduct 
transactions and finally a liability waiver policy. Bicycle 
rental facilities could create another attraction for the 
existing Parkway facilities by giving individuals who do 
not own a bicycle an opportunity to experience all of 
the Parkway, up through the River Center and 
potentially up Friant Road to Lost Lake Park or Friant 
Cove.19

It is likely that demand for bicycle rentals would only 
occur during peak times such as during the weekends 
and during the summer. Thus, it would be most 
appropriate for such a service to be offered only during 
peak periods.   

 By enabling users to experience a greater 
portion of the Parkway by bicycle, they may become 
familiar with other portions of the Parkway that, without 
a bicycle, they might not have the opportunity to 
experience.  

Recommendation:  
1. Investigate potential for offering small-scale bicycle rental program during peak periods at 

the termini of the Eaton Trail (at Woodward Park). This could begin as a limited-time pilot 
program. 

• Cost - $2,000 to $10,000 for kiosk and storage equipment 

• Cost – Labor, could be free if staff by bicycle volunteers 

• Timeline – Four to six months to order and install equipment 

Total Program Cost – Up to $10,000 

                                                
19 This would require additional safety improvements on Friant Road for novice cyclists. 

Figure 4-4 Shared Bicycle – Rental 
Kiosk 
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Chapter 5. Funding Opportunities 
This chapter outlines the potential funding sources that could be used to pay for the 
recommendations in Chapter 4. The current economic climate may require the SJRPCT to devise 
“creative” funding solutions and thus the funding concepts and programs outlined in this chapter 
were not limited to typical transportation funding sources. The funding opportunities described in 
this Chapter include those that the SJRPCT can apply for directly plus others that may require 
additional governmental or agency support. 

The Parkway’s status as a regional park/preserve, a non-profit (501c3), an educational venue, 
and regional transportation facility allow it to present itself as a unique applicant for various types 
of potential funding sources. Figure 5-1 provides a recap of some of the transportation 
recommendations provided in Chapter 4.  

Figure 5-1 Summary of Transportation Recommendations and Associated Costs 

Program Description Cost Category 
Approximate 

Cost 

Map and Information 
Enhancements 

Update visitors guide and 
create new trail and access 
signage 

Capital  
$8,000 

Parking Facility 
Enhancements 

Develop parking management 
plan and install new signage 

Planning / Capital $57,000 

Establish Shared 
Parking Facilities 

Establish agreements with 
existing parking facilities 

Planning $2,000 

Traffic Operations and 
Public Transit 
Services 

Improvement of nearby street 
and sidewalk improvements 
and explore seasonal shuttle 
service 

Capital / 
Operational $40,000 

Marketing to Nearby 
Neighborhood 
Associations 

Outreach to nearby 
neighborhoods to establish 
walking programs 

Planning 
$1,000 

Improve Spano Park 
Access (Palm and 
Nees Ave) 

Develop formal river access 
point and facility improvement 

Planning / Capital 
N/A 

Provide Bicycle Rental 
Facilities 

Offer small-scale bicycle rental 
program during peak seasons 

Capital / 
Operational $10,000 

Total $ 118,000+ 
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Existing Funding Sources 
Based on discussions with 
SJRPCT staff, it was determined 
that none of the existing funding 
sources, can be used for new or 
future programs\capital facilities. 
Thus new funding sources are 
needed to pay for the 
transportation recommendations 
suggested in this report.  

Potential Funding 
Programs  

Local and Regional Funding 
Sources 
The table below outlines 
potential sources for local and regional funds that could potentially be used for transportation 
improvements within the SJRPCT. The list includes funding from both public and private sources. 
These funds are primarily derived from sources within Fresno and Madera Counties. 

  

East Bay Regional Park District Funding Case Study 

In comparing the existing funding sources of the San Joaquin River 
Parkway, consultant staff also conducted a review of the existing East 
Bay Regional Park District’s 2011 Operating Budget and Five-Year 
Expenditure Plan. The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) 
includes Tilden Regional Park in Berkeley, CA, which is one of the peer 
facilities included in this report. While the annual budget for the EBRPD 
is substantially larger than the budget of the Parkway, its composition 
and diversity of funding sources provides valuable information and ideas 
for potential Parkway funding.  

As reviewed in the Expenditure Plan it was found that EBRPD funding 
sources are spread across 30 different categories that are compromised 
of 107 different funders. The majority of the system’s operating funds 
come from taxes and assessments, while numerous other categories 
exist for district fees, investment earnings, property usage fees and 
other miscellaneous sources. In closer review of some of the specific 
funding sources, it should be noted that numerous include transportation 
related funding such as local transportation sale tax measures, Caltrans 
Grant Programs, regional trail programs and FHWA grants.   
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Figure 5-2 Local and Regional Funding Programs for Parkway Improvements 

Agency Program Description 
Public Funds 
City of Fresno 
Department  
Public Works 
(DPW) 

Fresno General 
Fund 

The San Joaquin River Parkway falls within Fresno Council 
District 2 and District 6. Based on the Department’s Capital 
Improvement Program, there will be planned improvements 
within both of these districts within the next several years, 
including improvements adjacent to the Parkway. (as an 
example, there is a planned repaving of a portion Friant Rd. 
in 2014). The SJRPCT should work with DPW to collaborate 
on improvements to ensure that if work is being done, 
Parkway improvements could also be implemented during 
the same time period. Parkway improvements may be able 
to be bundled together with the City’s improvements for a 
reduced cost. Funding: capital 

Local 
Governments 

Local Bond 
Measure 

SJRPCT staff noted that the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy has a significant amount of bond funding that 
may be used for capital improvements and environmental 
review. These funds total to approximately $42 million. 
Additional funding could be garnered through a local bond 
measure. As an example in 1988, voters in Alameda and 
Contra Cost County passed Measure AA, a $225 million 
dollar bond measure that helped provide funds for park 
expansion and matching funds for other grant programs. 
Funding: capital and environmental planning 

Fresno Council 
of 
Governments 
(FCCOG) 

Measure C Local funds include the reauthorized Measure C approved 
by voters in November 2006, extending the half-cent sales 
tax measure for twenty years. In the Expenditure Plan for 
Measure C, 24% is for regional public transit programs. 
35% percent is intended for the local transportation program 
for maintaining and improving local streets and roads. Also 
included in the local transportation program are programs 
for bicycle facilities and pedestrian trails programs. 
Additional information on how to access these funds can be 
found in the Measure “C” Transportation Sales Tax 
Extension 2007 Local Agency Handbook Funding: capital 
and operations 

Fresno / 
Madera County 
or City or 
Public Agency 
(Local units of 
government) 

Parcel Tax Parcel taxes are often used in California to provide special 
funding for any type of public need. Often, parcel taxes are 
levied to supplement school funding. Parcel taxes are 
required to be presented to the voters and then passed by 
2/3 of the vote in local elections. Parcel taxes are often paid 
at a flat rate per parcel within a specified existing political 
boundary (city or county limits). Funding: capital, 
operations, planning 
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Agency Program Description 
San Joaquin 
Valley Air 
Pollution 
Control District  
 

REMOVE II The REMOVE II Program provides incentives for specific 
projects that will reduce motor vehicle emissions within the 
District.  This is accomplished by allocating funds to cost-
effective projects that have the greatest motor vehicle 
emission reductions resulting in long-term impacts on air 
pollution problems in the San Joaquin Valley.  Two specific 
programs within REMOVE II include the Bicycle 
Infrastructure Component and the Public Transportation and 
Commuter Vanpool Subsidy Component Funding: capital 
and operations 

Fresno County 
Public Works 
and Planning 

Road and Bridge 
Construction and 
Transit Funds 

The FY 2010-2011 Road Fund includes nearly $950,000 in 
funds for pedestrian trails, bicycle trails and ADA 
compliance projects and the Transit Services Fund includes 
approximately $2.8 million in public transit funds. While 
these funds are currently programmed, they could 
potentially be tapped in the future for SJRPCT projects. 
Funding: capital 

Fresno County 
Public Works 
and Planning 

Community 
Development 
Block Grants 
(CDBG) 

In the past, CDBG funds have been used in Fresno County 
to improve the lives for low and moderate-income residents 
of Fresno. This funding source may be relevant for the 
SJRPCT due to its focus in providing recreational 
opportunities to low income individuals.  
Funding: capital 

Fresno County 
Redevelopment 
Agency  

Community 
Redevelopment 
Funds 

County redevelopment funds are intended for the Friant 
Redevelopment Area (adjacent/within the Parkway). While 
limited funding is available (<$40,000), these funds are 
intended for public improvements and low to moderate 
income housing. If funds have not been expended by 
December 2012, funds will be available for use in areas 
outside of the Friant Redevelopment Area. Funding: 
capital and operations 

Fresno / 
Madera County 

Inclusion of 
parkway funding 
in Measure C 
Expenditure 
Plan 

One million dollars of Sacramento Measure A 
(transportation) funds are dedicated to the American River 
Parkway on an annual basis and can be used for capital 
projects or operating costs. It is possible a similar provision 
could be provided within the next Measure C expenditure 
plan in Fresno County or a similar Measure could begin in 
Madera County. Funding: capital and operations 
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Agency Program Description 
Private Funds 

Local 
businesses 

Corporate 
Sponsorship 

The SJRPCT currently has a sponsorship program that as 
of 2010 has approximately 25 corporate sponsors. While it 
is unclear if these funds are used in the SJRPCT’s general 
budget, it is possible that future sponsorship could be 
focused on specific improvements (e.g. improvements could 
be branded with the sponsor’s logo or similar). If provided a 
specific improvement, it is possible companies may be 
interested in providing additional funding.  
Funding: capital, operations, planning 

Local 
businesses or 
individuals 

Adopt a 
Mile/Segment 

One recommendation includes providing additional signage 
or mileage markers along the Eaton Trail. A potential 
concept to raise additional funds is an “adopt-a-mile” 
program that could help pay for trail improvements/signage 
in return for trail advertising.  
Funding: capital, operations, planning 

Private 
foundations 

Grants Private foundations may be able to provide funds for some 
of the transportation recommendations noted in this report. 
While numerous foundations exist, a good starting point is 
the http://foundationcenter.org/ search website which 
provides research and database functions for its users. 
Some of the recommendations noted above may be able to 
be merged into programs for active living and preventative 
health to make them more competitive for funding.  
Funding: capital, operations, planning 

San Joaquin 
River 
Conservancy 

Grants SJRPCT staff had noted that smaller grants (<$5000) may 
be able to be funded through the Conservancy. 
Funding: capital, operations, planning 

State and Federal Funding Sources 
In addition to local and regional programs, state and federal programs may offer potential sources 
of funding for Parkway transportation improvements. Most of these funds are from Caltrans and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). At the federal level, there are numerous programs 
that can directly or indirectly provide transportation funding, yet a small number of them provide 
the majority of funding. Federal funding sources are likely to be the most competitive and tend to 
have the most requirements including requirements for matching funds. Thus, local matching 
funds such as those noted above are typically a strong prerequisite before obtaining funding from 
sources below.  

http://foundationcenter.org/�
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Figure 5-3 State and Federal Funding Sources 

Agency Program Description 

US Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 
(and Caltrans) 

Transportation 
Enhancement 
Activities (TEA) 

Three of the twelve eligible activities within the TEA 
program are directly related to non-motorized modes. 
They are: 1) pedestrian and bicycle facilities, which 
include: sidewalks, walkways or curb ramps; bike lane 
striping, wide paved shoulders, bike parking and bus 
racks; off-road trails; bike and pedestrian bridges and 
underpasses; 2) pedestrian and bicycle safety and 
educational activities; and 3) conversion of abandoned 
railway corridors to trails. Funding: capital 

Bikes Belong 

 

Bikes Belong 
Grant Program 

The Bikes Belong Grant Program strives to put more 
people on bicycles more often by funding important and 
influential projects that leverage federal funding and 
build momentum for bicycling in communities across 
the U.S. These projects include bike paths and rail 
trails, as well as mountain bike trails, bike parks, BMX 
facilities, and large-scale bicycle advocacy initiatives. 
Since 1999, Bikes Belong has awarded 225 grants to 
municipalities and grassroots groups in 46 states and 
the District of Columbia, investing $1.8 million in 
community bicycling projects and leveraging more than 
$650 million in federal, state, and private funding. 
Funding: capital, operations 

 

Caltrans and the 
California Natural 
Resources 
Agency 

The Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation 
Program (EEMP) was established by the Legislature in 
1989. It offers a total of $10 million each year for grants 
to local, state, and federal governmental agencies and 
to nonprofit organizations for projects to mitigate the 
environmental impacts caused by new or modified 
public transportation facilities. Eligible projects must be 
directly or indirectly related to the environmental impact 
of the modification of an existing transportation facility 
or construction of a new transportation facility.  
 
Grants are awarded in three categories:  

Environmental 
Enhancement and 
Mitigation 
Program (EEMP) 

Highway Landscaping and Urban Forestry Projects are 
designed to offset vehicular emissions of carbon 
dioxide through the planting of trees and other suitable 
plants.  
 
Resource Lands includes projects for the acquisition, 
restoration, or enhancement of resource lands 
(watersheds, wildlife habitat, wetlands, forests, or other 
significant natural areas) to mitigate the loss of or 
detriment to such lands within or near the right of way 
for transportation improvements.  
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Agency Program Description 
 
Roadside Recreation Projects provide for the 
acquisition and/or development of roadside recreational 
opportunities. Funding: capital 

Caltrans Division 
of Local 
Assistance 

Bicycle 
Transportation 
Account 

The Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) provides 
state funds for city and county projects that improve 
safety and convenience for bicycle commuters. To be 
eligible for BTA funds, a city or county must prepare 
and adopt a Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP) that 
complies with Streets and Highways Code Section 
891.2.  The BTP must be approved by the local 
agency’s Regional Transportation Planning Agency. 
Fresno currently has an eligible Bicycle Master Plan. 
Funding: capital 

Jobs Access and 
Reverse 
Commute (JARC) 

Caltrans Division 
of Mass 
Transportation 

The Job Access and Reverse Commute Program 
(JARC) goals are to improve access to transportation 
services to employment and employment related 
activities for low-income individuals and welfare 
recipients and to transport residents of urbanized areas 
and non-urbanized areas to suburban employment 
opportunities. 

Funding: capital, operations, planning 

The SJRPCT could work with FAX as 
applicants must be a transit agency. 

Federal 
Emergency 
Management 
Association 
(FEMA)  

Non Disaster (ND) 
Grant Programs 

Due to the Parkway’s role in water management, it may 
be eligible for several FEMA Grant Programs including 
the Buffer Zone Protection Program (eligibility 
requirements include proximity to dams, such as the 
Friant Dam) and the Nonprofit Security Grant Program. 
These programs offer preparedness program funding in 
the form of Non-Disaster Grants to enhance the 
capacity of state and local emergency responders to 
prevent, respond to, and recover from a weapons of 
mass destruction terrorism incident involving chemical, 
biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive devices 
and cyber attacks. Funding: capital 
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Agency Program Description 
US Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration  
(FHWA) (and 
Caltrans) 

Congestion 
Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) 
Improvement 
Program 
 

The CMAQ program was designed to enable "non-
attainment" areas under the Clean Air Act to fund 
certain types of transportation programs to improve air 
quality. Eligible projects include both construction and 
non-construction activities, such as: bicycle facilities 
(planning, engineering and construction), bicycle racks 
on buses, bicycle parking, trails, bicycle route maps, 
bicycle-activated traffic lights, bicycle safety and 
education programs and bicycle promotional programs. 
In the Fresno region, CMAQ funds are distributed 
through various funding programs via the Fresno COG. 
The federal share for most CMAQ projects, generally, 
has been 80%. Funding: capital 

US Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration  
(FHWA) (and 
Caltrans) 

Highway Safety 
Improvement 
Program (HSIP) 

Funding: capital  

The overall purpose of this program is to achieve a 
significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious 
injuries on all public roads through the implementation 
of infrastructure-related highway safety improvements 
Funds may be used for projects on any public road or 
publicly owned bicycle and pedestrian pathway or trail.  

US Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration  
(FHWA) (and 
Caltrans) 

Recreational 
Trails Program 

Funding: capital, operations, planning 

The Statewide Trails Section provides education and 
technical assistance to trail managers, recreation 
providers, open space managers and non-
governmental trails and greenways advocates on non-
motorized trail planning, design, construction, funding 
and management throughout California.   

US Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Highway 
Administration 
(FHWA) (and 
Caltrans) 

Surface 
Transportation 
Programs 

This funding program is intended to be the primary 
federal source for pedestrian and bicycle projects. 
Eligible bicycle activities include on-road facilities, off-
road trails, sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle and 
pedestrian signals, bike parking and other ancillary 
facilities. "Non-construction" projects are also eligible 
and include maps, brochures or public service 
announcements. STP funds also may be used to bring 
sidewalks and intersections into compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). For the near 
future, these funds are most likely to be used by the 
City for pavement rehabilitation, however could be used 
for non-motorized needs in the future. 
Funding: capital 

Sources: Respective agency websites and online materials 
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The funding programs described above are meant to provide a generalized summary of potential 
funding sources. These do not necessarily include all possible sources, as the SJRPCT may be 
able to position itself to obtain other funds due to its unique characteristics previously described. 

Summary of Recommendations 
Each of the seven recommendations included in this report have differing needs as well as 
different logical matches with regard to funding sources. In Figure 5-4 below, each 
recommendation has been matched with the most likely funding source (with respect to local, 
state or federal source of funds) as well as next steps for implementation. Limited research was 
conducted about each specific funding source listed above, thus, we are unable to provide an 
exact match for the given recommendations.  

Figure 5-4 Summary of Recommendations, Funding and Next Steps 

Program Cost Type 

Approx-
imate 
Cost 

Potential 
Funding 
Source Next Steps 

Map and 
Information 
Enhancements 

Capital  $8,000 Local 
(sponsors 
who would 
benefit from 
visual 
marketing) 

Work internally or hire consultant to 
update visitor guide (to be more 
customer friendly) and design and 
install new trail/access signage  

Parking Facility 
Enhancements 

Planning / 
Capital 

$57,000 All 
(Local/State
/Federal) 

Develop parking management plan 
with consultant assistance and 
procure new signage for parking 
areas 

Establish Shared 
Parking Facilities 

Planning $2,000 Local 
(potentially 
volunteer 
time to work 
with local 
businesses) 

Work with local businesses to 
establish parking agreements 

Traffic Operations 
and Public Transit 
Services 

Capital / 
Operational 

$40,000 Local/State Work with Fresno DPW to 
coordinate street/sidewalk access 
improvements and work with 
transportation provider (FAX or 
private shuttle service) to further 
explore additional transit service 

Marketing to 
Nearby 
Neighborhood 
Associations 

Planning $1,000 Local 
(potentially 
volunteer 
time to work 
with local 
neighborhoo
ds) 

Develop outreach program to local 
neighborhood groups (could be 
volunteer activity) 
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Program Cost Type 

Approx-
imate 
Cost 

Potential 
Funding 
Source Next Steps 

Improve Spano 
Park Access (Palm 
and Nees Ave) 

Planning / 
Capital 

N/A All 
(Local/State
/Federal) 

Work with existing stakeholders to 
finalize agreement regarding site, 
develop formal river access point 
with appropriate signage and trail 
access 

Provide Bicycle 
Rental Facilities 

Capital / 
Operational 

$10,000 All 
(Local/State
/Federal) 

Develop bicycle rental program in 
coordination with local bicycle 
shops and case studies of other 
bicycle rental operations 



 

 

APPENDIX A 
ON-LINE SURVEY FORM 





San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust
We are conducting a brief study on transportation access to the San Joaquin River Parkway and would like to have your input. This survey is a 

brief 13 questions and will take approximately 5-7 minutes to complete. Before taking the survey, please refer to the map (link below) which 

describes the River Parkway's boundaries.  

 

Click here for a River Parkway Map 

1. In the past 12 months, have you accessed the San Joaquin River Parkway (see map 

above for boundaries). 

2. If "YES" to the last question, where did you access the parkway? 

3. If "YES" for the previous question, how did you access the parkway? (please choose 

all responses that apply) 

4. Were you aware that Fresno Area Transit (FAX) currently accesses the River Parkway 

trail system? 

*

*

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Lost Lake Park
 

gfedc

Sycamore Island
 

gfedc

Friant Cove
 

gfedc

Woodward Park/Jensen River Ranch
 

gfedc

Wildwood Native Park
 

gfedc

Scout Island
 

gfedc

end of Palm/Nees (unmanaged access)
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

Drove alone
 

gfedc

Drove with others
 

gfedc

Public Transportation
 

gfedc

Bicycle
 

gfedc

Walked
 

gfedc

Other (please specify) 

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj



San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust
5. Would you consider taking FAX or a shuttle bus to access the parkway? 

6. Why or why not? 

 

7. Would you consider bicycling or walking (from your home or origin of your trip ) to 

access the parkway? 

8. Why or why not? 

 

9. What is your current household income level? (optional) 

10. How many vehicles to you have access to for personal use?  

11. Do you have any suggestions on how to improve general transportation access to 

the parkway? 

 

12. Please provide any additional thoughts or comments. 

 

*

55

66

*

55

66

*

55

66

55

66

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Yes
 

nmlkj

No
 

nmlkj

Less than $15,000
 

nmlkj

$15,001-$30,000
 

nmlkj

$30,001-$60,000
 

nmlkj

$60,001-greater
 

nmlkj

3 or more
 

nmlkj

2
 

nmlkj

1
 

nmlkj

0
 

nmlkj



San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation TrustSan Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust
13. Would you be willing to be contacted by project staff to provide additional feedback? 

If so, please provide your name and contact info. 

 

Thank you for your thoughts, if you know of others who have accessed the  

San Joaquin River Parkway that may be interested in this survey, please feel free to pass this survey link onto them. If you have further 

questions, please contact psupawanich@nelsonnygaard.com 

55

66B 
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Appendix B. Suggestions from  
On-Line Survey 

• Access to the Parkway will not be improved by buses. Make access points more known to 
the public. 

• Because getting to trail heads without driving is awesome. Is there a map of the trail 
heads anywhere? I only know about a couple. Honestly though I prefer to bike. I don't take 
the FAX much. 

• Fix sensors at stoplights to trigger for bikes. South of Herndon, very few lights register 
when I cross the sensor. Getting in & out of pedestrian crossings is more dangerous. 
Better to just stay in traffic lanes. 

• I live near the River, Yet have no easy access point.   It seems lame to take the City Bus 
to go fishing with your kids.  I can't imagine walking a mile with fishing poles and tackle 
boxes to a bus stop, then catching the bus to a closed (camp Pashayan).  That's 
ridiculous! 

• I would say that there is almost no advertisement for the parkway. 

• I wouldn't over emphasize the need for significant improvements for access, but just 
signage for public to know the access is open for public use and confirmation of the 
pathway to the parkway. 

• I’d not drive and primarily use public transportation. I thus far have found the Parkway 
area pretty much inaccessible due to poor public transportation in extreme north Fresno. 

• Majority of Fresno area residents do not know where the river is or how to get to it.  Most 
are not aware that water in Woodward Park is river water. 

• More general public access points to the river. Also, there may be places to access the 
river, but most of the general public do not know about them. It's hard to know where you 
can and can't go because of private property. 

• Once I went back and forth on my bicycle trying to find the library event at the River 
Center, but I hadn't gone far enough. I recommend more complete signage. 

• Signage. The only access points I know of are somewhat hidden—and give the 
impression that they're illegal access points. 

• We do field trips with parent chaperones.  Our only difficulty is getting to Scout Island in 
enough time so we can get through all our centers.  Waiting for a bus or shuttle probably 
would put us even more behind schedule.  It would have to be very convenient for me to 
consider this. 

• When you purchase land for the parkway, it's absurd that Parking was not considered.  It 
seems that one has to park on private property just to gain access to the parkway.  Even 
residents North of Herndon have difficult time accessing the parkway.
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1985 to 2003
   The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation 
Trust (River Parkway Trust), a non-profit public benefit 
corporation, was established in 1988 in response to 
citizens’ concerns in the mid ‘80s about the threat of 
unprecedented urban growth to the San Joaquin River.   
The concept of a parkway was put forward as a way to 
protect land from urban development and provide public 
access to the river. The River Parkway Trust was charged 
with making the vision of a 22-mile parkway from Friant 
Dam to Highway 99 a reality.
   To accomplish the task, the River Parkway Trust set 
about building private support and leveraging it to 
attract public grants needed for the large capital expenses 
associated with establishing the Parkway, including 
acquiring land from willing sellers and transferring it into 
public ownership, and constructing trails. Partnerships 
were formed with public agencies and with the City of 
Fresno, which agreed to maintain the Parkway’s Lewis S. 
Eaton Trail. Although essential to the establishment of 
the Parkway, public partnerships have always been subject 
to the ups and downs of economic and political climates 
and these fluctuations effect progress on the Parkway.
   By 2003, significant private support for the River 
Parkway Trust and resources from public agencies 
enabled the addition of over 3,200 acres to the Parkway 
and the construction of 6 miles of Parkway trail, 
including 5 miles of the multi-purpose Lewis S. Eaton 
Trail through Woodward Park, linking to the Coke 
Hallowell Center for River Studies.

From Our Community. For Our Community.
The Parkway is part of Our Community.

11605 Old Friant Road, Fresno, CA 93730-9701

From Our Community. For Our Community.

From Our Community. For Our Community.

With City & Agency 
Approval Our 

Community Will 
Have One Of The 

Largest Public 
Recreational Areas 

Of Its Kind. 
Anywhere.

With City & Agency Approval 
Our Community Will Have One 

Of The Largest Public 
Recreational Areas Of Its Kind.

Anywhere.

The Fresno / Madera
River Crossing

Fresno CountyMadera County

The River Parkway Adding...

The River Parkway: Today The Lewis S. Eaton Trail

2004 West Expansion Planning
   With the acquisition of 1,000+ acres downstream 
from the Highway 41 crossing of the river, which 
included Spano River Ranch in Fresno and Sycamore 
Island Ranch and the Proctor-Broadwell Cobb property 
in Madera County, planning began for the next big 
expansion of the Lewis S. Eaton Trail and new river 
access points on the property. The new plan was called 
the River West Open Space Area Plan.

2004 to 2010
   With support from community donations, the River 
West Open Space Area Plan was completed by the River 
Parkway Trust in 2004. In 2006, the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy formally initiated project planning by 
granting funds to Madera County and the City of 
Fresno to conduct public review and permitting 
required for the project. 
   Soon after the planning process began, the State froze 
all bond-funded grant projects, halting progress on the 
River West expansion. However, with the state’s recent 
resumption of bond sales, it is now possible for the 
permitting process for River West to begin again. The 
completion of the planning and permitting phase will 
allow the project to move forward once more.
   Your voice is needed to help get the River West 
planning and permitting phase started again. We are 
asking you to support the plan by contacting the City and 
County of Fresno now.

Photo: Al Kawasaki

Fresno County

City of Fresno

Madera County

Paved Trail

San Joaquin River

Public Land

Private Land with Access

Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies

Friant Expressway

Copper Avenue

Champlain Drive

Woodward Park

Owl Hollow

Fort Washington Beach

Highway 41

Jensen River Ranch

Rank Island

Audubon
Avenue

6.6 Miles in the Parkway Trail System

River Access to Over 1,000 Acres

3 Equestrian Staging Areas

3 Vehicle Access Points

River Crossing Suspension Bridge

The Lewis S. Eaton Trail

Public Access

Recreation

  Located between the City of Fresno and Madera 
County, the Parkway provides opportunities for 
outdoor activities in a natural setting and access to our 
greatest public resource, the San Joaquin River. 
   Areas offering amenities for the whole family include: 
Friant Cove, Lost Lake Park and the Lost Lake Nature 
Trail, Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies and the 
Hidden Homes Nature Trail, Sportsman’s Club, 
Wildwood Native Park, Tom MacMichael, Sr. Loop 
Trail at Jensen River Ranch, Sycamore Island Ranch, 
and Riverside Golf Course.

   The Lewis S. Eaton Trail, 6+ miles of paved trail 
extending past Woodward Park, is used by over 30,000 
people a year for walking, running, cycling and 
horseback riding. With sweeping views of the river 
bottom lands and the Sierras in the distance, trail users 
can see wildflowers in the spring, migrating geese in the 
fall, and hawks soaring overhead.

   Although the Parkway lies within a large metropolitan 
area, the trails and green spaces offer a respite from the 
stress of urban living. The lure of open land invites 
young and old alike to enjoy the exploration and 
discovery that nature provides. In addition to trails, 
recreational opportunities along the Parkway include 
guided canoe tours, bald eagle viewing, and nature 
walks. Lost Lake and Sycamore Island are favorite 
fishing spots, and birding is rewarding anywhere along 
the Parkway. All public access areas have picnic tables 
and several have barbeque facilities. 
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San Joaquin River Parkway and Surrounding Areas 
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From: Mark Amorino [mailto:mark@mosquitobuzz.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 10:05 AM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: NOP for DEIR for the SJR Parkway Master Plan Update 
 
Dear Ms. Marks, 
 
The Consolidated Mosquito Abatement District (Consolidated MAD) shares a border with the 
Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District (Fresno MVCD) along the south side of the SJR. 
We also share the same concerns as those expressed by the Fresno MVCD, which responded 
to the NOP by letter.  I apologize that Consolidated MAD did not have the time to formally 
respond to the NOP -  we have been focused on eradicating a recently discovered invasive 
mosquito (Aedes aegypti) from a portion of our District. 
 
The letter of response prepared by the Fresno MVCD addresses the concerns of the 
Consolidated MAD.  
 
Mark Amorino 
Field Supervisor 
Consolidated Mosquito Abatement District 
(559)896-1085 
mark@mosquitobuzz.net 
 

mailto:mark@mosquitobuzz.net
mailto:mark@mosquitobuzz.net


From: Rosemary Smith [mailto:monoclovis@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 19, 2013 12:46 PM 
To: Joshua Morgan 
Subject: Re: San Joaquin River Conservancy Notice of Preparation 
 
Dear Joshua, 
 
I appreciate hearing from you regarding the project.  It is essential to the Choinumni Tribe of 
Yokuts of the Central Valley that we are kept informed and to recognize that any disturbance 
throughout the Central Valley effects our ancestral boundaries, scared, and cultural sites.  In 
any case, if there are any appearance and/or discoveries of any human remains, artifacts, 
plants, and/or any significant signs of historical landmark/scared sites of this tribe, we need to 
be contacted immediately and regardless construction will need to cease. 
 
Thank you,  
Rosemary Smith 

mailto:monoclovis@yahoo.com


 

 
July 29, 2013 
 
 
 
Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA  93727 
 
 
Project: San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
 
District CEQA Reference No: 20130546 
 
 
Dear Ms. Marks: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
project.  The proposed project consists of: acquisition of 5,900 acres of public conservation 
lands; restoration of self-sustaining habitats; 23-mile paved trail with interconnecting 
secondary trails; new and rehabilitated bridges; non-motorized boating trail; campgrounds; 
facilities to support public access; facilities to support educational uses; vista points, 
observation decks, and fishing piers; maintenance offices; visitor and interpretive centers; 
and a small scale community-supported farming and agricultural area.  The District offers 
the following comments: 
 
Emissions Analysis 
 
1) The District is currently designated as extreme nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone 

standard, attainment for PM10 and CO, and nonattainment for PM2.5 for the federal air 
quality standards.  At the state level, the District is designated as nonattainment for the 
8-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 air quality standards.  The District recommends that 
the Air Quality section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) include a discussion of 
the following impacts: 

 
a) Criteria Pollutants: Project related criteria pollutant emissions should be identified 

and quantified.  The discussion should include existing and post-project emissions.  
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i) Construction Emissions: Construction emissions are short-term emissions and 
should be evaluated separate from operational emissions.  The project would be 
considered to have a significant impact on air quality if annual construction 
emissions cannot be reduced or mitigated to below the following thresholds of 
significance: 10 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 10 tons per year of 
reactive organic gases (ROG), or 15 tons per year particulate matter of 10 
microns or less in size (PM10). 
 
 Recommended Mitigation: To reduce impacts from construction related 

exhaust emissions, the District recommends the use of off-road construction 
fleets that can achieve fleet average emissions equal to or cleaner than the 
Tier II emission standards, as set forth in §2423 of Title 13 of the California 
Code of Regulations, and Part 89 of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations.  
This can be achieved through any combination of uncontrolled engines and 
engines complying with Tier II and above engine standards. 

ii) Operational Emissions: Permitted (stationary sources) and non-permitted 
(mobile sources) sources should be analyzed separately.  The project would be 
considered to have a significant impact on air quality if annual if operational 
criteria pollutant emissions cannot be reduced or mitigated to below the 
significance thresholds identified above. 
 

iii) Recommended Model: Project related criteria pollutant emissions should be 
identified and quantified.  Emissions analysis should be performed using 
CalEEMod (California Emission Estimator Model), which uses the most recent 
approved version of relevant Air Resources Board (ARB) emissions models and 
emission factors.  CalEEMod is available to the public and can be downloaded 
from the CalEEMod website at: www.caleemod.com. 

 
b) Health Impacts: Project related health impacts should be evaluated to determine if 

emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) will pose a significant health risk to 
nearby sensitive receptors.  TACs are defined as air pollutants which may cause or 
contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a hazard 
to human health.  The most common source of TACs can be attributed to diesel 
exhaust fumes that are emitted from both stationary and mobile sources. Health 
impacts may require a detailed health risk assessment (HRA). 
 
Prior to conducting an HRA, an applicant may perform a prioritization on all sources 
of emissions to determine if it is necessary to conduct an HRA.  A prioritization is a 
screening tool used to identify projects that may have significant health impacts.  If 
the project has a prioritization score of 1.0 or more, the project has the potential to 
exceed the District’s significance threshold for health impacts of 10 in a million and 
an HRA should be performed.  
 
Prior to performing a prioritization or HRA, the District recommends that the project 
proponent contact the District to review the proposed modeling approach.  More 
information on TACs, prioritizations and HRAs can be obtained by: 

http://www.caleemod.com/
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 Contacting the District’s Technical Services staff by phone at (559) 230-6000; 
 E-mailing inquiries to: hramodeler@valleyair.org; or  
 Visiting the District’s website at:  

http://www.valleyair.org/busind/pto/Tox_Resources/AirQualityMonitoring.htm. 
 
2) In addition to the discussions on potential impacts identified above, the District 

recommends the EIR also include the following discussions: 
 

a) A discussion of the methodology, model assumptions, inputs and results used in 
characterizing the project’s impact on air quality.  To comply with CEQA 
requirements for full disclosure, the District recommends that the modeling outputs 
be provided as appendices to the EIR.  The District further recommends that the 
District be provided with an electronic copy of all input and output files for all air 
quality modeling. 

 
b) A discussion of the components and phases of the project and the associated 

emission projections, including ongoing emissions from each previous phase. 
 

c) A discussion of project design elements and mitigation measures, including 
characterization of the effectiveness of each mitigation measure incorporated into 
the project. 

 
d) A discussion of whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant or precursor for which the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin is in non-attainment. More information on the District’s attainment status can 
be found online by visiting the District's website at:  
http://valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. 

 
District Rules and Regulations 
 
3) The proposed project may be subject to District rules and regulations, including: 

Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), and Rule 4641 
(Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations). In 
the event an existing building will be renovated, partially demolished or removed, the 
project may be subject to District Rule 4002 (National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants). 

 
4) Based on information provided, the proposed project would equal or exceed the 

relevant District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) applicability threshold of 9,000 
square feet of educational space and/or 20,000 square feet of recreational space.  
Therefore, the District concludes that the proposed project is subject to District Rule 
9510.  Any applicant subject to District Rule 9510 is required to submit an Air Impact 
Assessment (AIA) application to the District no later than applying for final discretionary 
approval, and to pay any applicable off-site mitigation fees before issuance of the first 

../../../shared/PER/CEQA/PROJECTS/20100590/hramodeler@valleyair.org
http://www.valleyair.org/busind/pto/Tox_Resources/AirQualityMonitoring.htm
http://valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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building permit. If approval of the subject project constitutes the last discretionary 
approval by your agency, the District recommends that demonstration of compliance 
with District Rule 9510, including payment of all applicable fees before issuance of the 
first building permit, be made a condition of project approval.  Information about how to 
comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at: 
http://www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISRHome.htm. 

 
5) The above list of rules is neither exhaustive nor exclusive.  To identify other District 

rules or regulations that apply to this project or to obtain information about District 
permit requirements, the applicant is strongly encouraged to contact the District’s Small 
Business Assistance (SBA) Office at (559) 230-5888.  Current District rules can be 
found online at the District’s website at: www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm. 

 
The District recommends that a copy of the District’s comments be provided to the project 
proponent. If you have any questions or require further information, please call Jessica 
Willis at (559) 230-5818. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Warner 
Director of Permit Services 
 

 
For: Arnaud Marjollet 
Permit Services Manager 
 
DW:jw 
 
cc: File 

http://www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISRHome.htm
http://www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. / 

Name (please print): (}ys/2/ ~~anization/Busin~ss: 
1 

~F/9~ -ij )/1/ #6 D/4-J-Mc>#[J 

Address: Rs ,Al feu.R~ # ftl/ City: Chy(§ State:Ql:..Zip: _ _ l,_~ t/~Ys 

Phone: S-S9,..,. 9'7o-9f'~Fax: ______ Email: ____________ _ 

COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 



Subject: SJR Master Plan Update - EIR  
 
Here are our comments on SJR master plan update and EIR. We hope these concerns will be 
addressed by appropriate authorities. 
  
 1.  How are increased traffic, noise pollution, air pollution and on-site parking requirements will 
be addressed?  
  
2.  To reduce traffic, noise pollution, air pollution and on-site parking, does the San Joaquin 
River Parkway Master Plan Update adequately address motorized and off-highway vehicle 
usage on SJRC property along the SJR?  
  
3.  Is there a standard Operations and Maintenance plan for all San Joaquin River Conservancy 
properties relating to hours of operation, camping, hunting, fishing, fires, motorized vehicles, 
graffiti, drugs, vagrancy, trespassing, law enforcement standards, fire safety standards and 
similar issues addressed in Fresno’s SJR Bluff and Protection Ordinance? 
   
4.  Does the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update provide for sharing resources and 
not duplicating facilities that are provided in adjacent or nearby SJRC recreational facilities (i.e. 
parking, bridges, kayak access points, equestrian facilities, etc.)?   
  
5.  Many people visit the San Joaquin River for low impact recreational activities (walking, 
cycling, fishing, etc.) They go to the river to see the River. All Multi-Use Trail segments should 
be “near and along the river” providing the desired river views and river access the public wants 
went visiting the SJR.  Handicapped folks need Multi-Use Trails “near and along the river” for 
their enjoyment of the river and not be provided access to the water via dirt trails through 
sensitive habitat.    
  
6.  Has a Capital, Operations and Maintenance BUDGET been established for each project 
planned or envisioned in the SJR Parkway Master Plan?  If not, why not?  
  
8.  Is public access for fishing, hiking, cycling, kayaking, canoeing, swimming, picnicking, 
etc. "near and along the River" the most important element in this plan update?     
  
Vishnu Bobba 
Lavanya Bobba 
276 west Bluff Avenue 
Fresno, Ca 93711 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEOA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms tor developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 

Email: ______________ _ 

COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on• 
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects. would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. , 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
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COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement. public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for your quick response to my request for some of the material presented in the meeting on 
7/9/13.  I have had a chance to review and would like to comment on a couple of the items on Draft 
Policies.   

1.  Under Buffer Zones and Adjacent land uses; 
Item P12 
The way this is worded it suggest the buffer zone should be distanced from the structure not the 
private property line.  Many of the homes in the area are not allowed to be on the property line 
by current building codes.  So placing a buffer from the building that is set back from the 
property line by 50ft, you are only in fact building a 100 ft buffer from the property line.  All 
buffers zones should be from the private property line.   
 
P12,P13,P14 
The distances currently stated for the buffer zones are too close to the residential housing in the 
area.  The area is currently in the process of being approved for large housing developments 
with homes on parcels under a half acre.  The distances currently stated also are not practical.  
Homeowners should be treated the same as the habitat residences which under item P6 states 
the minimum buffer of 750ft.  Therefore no trail or recreational uses should be closer than 750ft 
from private property lines.    
 

2.  Site access buffer zone 
Not sure which policy this should be under.  My suggestion is that all access roads that are 
within 500 feet of any private residence have a screen (whether vegetation or material ie. Trees, 
hedges, fence) that would prevent users from infringing on the privacy of the occupants of said 
residences.   Currently access roads allow users to look into the yards and homes of the 
residences, installing a 5 ft barrier along the access road would prevent them for doing so.  If 
trees (evergreen type) were planted it would also provide shade and additional opportunities 
for use from the wildlife in the area.   
 

3.  Security 
By installing video cameras along key points of the site, would help deter and catch vandals, 
abusers, trouble makers and criminals in the site.  It would also provide educational footage to 
teach people about the nocturnal activities of the wildlife inhabitants of the parkway.  
 

4. Camping 
Due to the narrow width of the parkway and prevalence of occupied residences, camping should 
not be allowed.  Camping not only infringes on the activities of the wildlife (feeding, roaming, 
breeding, etc) it affects the residents of the neighborhoods around it with intrusive noise and 
after dark activities.  Camping in the larger parks is fine as the wildlife can easily avoid the 
campers due to the large open area.  However in a confined area such as the parkway wildlife 
cannot do that.  Also there are no residences within miles of the park campsites.   
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEOA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments. and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation , environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental , physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. . ~ 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental , physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is tor members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. 
Thank you. 

rAtl~ , 
Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term , large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of Individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis . 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, pol icies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Ident ify and evaluate geographic, environmental , physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the plannJng area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on 
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohes ively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 

..--.-: _...H 
Name (please print): /0'1 /0fi1d5 Organization/Business: __________ _ 

Address: 85/o f:_ ALL IJ ·Vz!(f'L City: __ C;;,_J..._ O;;,_,._· .......,;;;_ __ State:..c.ft_Zip: '[3 t:, I ~ 

Phone: .2,2/f..g74y Fax: 3~.2- J 2-3 J 

COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 

f(<oVID E 06A~l..JED 4<'tl3S S 70: fJAfK1A.JG) "IR4u S, CANO£ LAVNC~IN&-, 

t 1.$ HJ NG- J Pit >..Ht A R.i:AS ) RESf f<OOM 5 ) ~A.ID C. ON (.c'S5 JD NS. 

KE~ e XHE 7 /).J:t IJ.. . CL osE ~Nl'Jfl<i-H lt:J 1/fG RnJ(;/2 Io S-U.5(1 r- 'I 

CftLLJ tVr; 11 ~ R I J6t'< TR,&L'- · I 
/tl..L(JLU /t:CC,l:~s;: To TlfE ,QJ,Jfrl<..'5 eD~t= Fo!J. /1/J-NPS o}.I 
IE 'f.. flt-o/J. It T10,1-1 <i- f=::.D v CfJ: T /IIW (')F rLO R.lt '4- r/f<IMl:j IN 1}}/f (( Jt/f3~, 



San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 

-Isam Joaawin River Parkwa!Jj 'I' - "I Explore. Sxperieru:e. Ehjoyl 

Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The d&veiopment ol individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conse;vancy or other app;opriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 

Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting Is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the plann ing area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you . 
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San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 

Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
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San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) wi ll prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 

Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally ahd in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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From: Barry [mailto:Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 11, 2013 12:56 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Cc: SNoack@PlanningCenter.com; MErickson@PlanningCenter.com 
Subject: SJR Master Plan Update - EIR Scoping 
 
The San Joaquin River is a very important recreational venue and the following comments and 
questions are representative of issues that are of a concern to most of my 50,000+ customers.   
  
If the EIR’s answers to the following questions are “YES” then the San Joaquin River Master 
Plan Update is on the right track.  Otherwise, there may be trouble for the plan in the future. 
  
1.  To reduce traffic, noise pollution, air pollution and on-site parking requirements, does the 
San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update adequately address the availability of public 
transportation (i.e. buses) to support public access to the SJR?  
  
2.  To reduce traffic, noise pollution, air pollution and on-site parking, does the San Joaquin 
River Parkway Master Plan Update adequately address motorized and off-highway vehicle 
usage on SJRC property along the SJR?  
  
3.  Is there a standard Operations and Maintenance plan for all San Joaquin River Conservancy 
properties relating to hours of operation, camping, hunting, fishing, fires, motorized vehicles, 
graffiti, drugs, vagrancy, trespassing, law enforcement standards, fire safety standards and 
similar issues addressed in Fresno’s SJR Bluff and Protection Ordinance? 
  
4.  Does the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update meet the burden set forth in 
Judge Oliver Wanger’s 2007 order and subsequent rulings related to “human activity” being 
addressed when preparing future EIR’s?  
  
5.  Does the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update provide for sharing resources and 
not duplicating facilities that are provided in adjacent or nearby SJRC recreational facilities (i.e. 
parking, bridges, kayak access points, equestrian facilities, etc.)?   
  
6.  Many people visit the San Joaquin River for low impact recreational activities (walking, 
cycling, fishing, etc.) They go to the river to see the River. All Multi-Use Trail segments should 
be “near and along the river” providing the desired river views and river access the public wants 
went visiting the SJR.  Handicapped folks need Multi-Use Trails “near and along the river” for 
their enjoyment of the river and not be provided access to the water via dirt trails through 
sensitive habitat.    
  
7.  Has a Capital, Operations and Maintenance BUDGET been established for each project 
planned or envisioned in the SJR Parkway Master Plan?  If not, why not?  
  
8.  Is public access, public access, public access for fishing, hiking, cycling, kayaking, 
canoeing, swimming, picnicking, etc. "near and along the River" the most important element in 
this plan update?   If not, my customers, the general public, the Fresno City Council and 
the Board of Supervisors will probably demand it.   
  
Barry Bauer, President 
Herb Bauer Sporting Goods 
 

mailto:Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com
mailto:SNoack@PlanningCenter.com
mailto:MErickson@PlanningCenter.com
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environ.mental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies' and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on· 
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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7-13-13 

I am Curtis Cole. My wife Joyce and I live at 342 W. ruver Ct on 
the bluff. We have been here for 10 years. We have had unknown 
people climb over our 6 ft chain link fence to get into our yard. We 
are not far from where a fire, started by trespassers in the river bed, 
came up the bluff and destroyed a home. We have witnessed a 
number of substantial fires in the river bed that burned substantial 
areas and ultimately posed a threat to homes on the bluff. No one 
of course is charged with keeping down the grass that grows down 
there as they would be on an empty lot in the neighborhood. 

We have been active members of the River Conservancy since its 
beginning and want to see people enabled to enjoy the river. Aside 
from the river there is not much down there to enjoy. Anyone that 
wants to take the time to go down there is going to want to be close 
to the river. The river is about ¼ to ½ mile from the Fresno bluff. 
Who is going to walk or run on a trail near our bluff rather than the 
river? The trail should be put next to the river! If they make noise 
over there we won't hear it. If they start a fire over there which 
they will the fire department has a chance to get it out before it gets 
to the homes on the bluff. 

Aside from our desire to not have traffic noise it seems obvious 
that cars and parking areas are going to interfere with wild life and 
any attempt to keep the area as a wildlife friendly one. 

Thank you for considering ow· thoughts. 

Curtis and Joyce Cole 

~~ 



From: jmh77@cvip.net [mailto:jmh77@cvip.net]  
Sent: Saturday, July 13, 2013 12:35 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Cc: Barry@herbbauersportinggoods.com; mandydad01@gmail.com 
Subject: SJRParkway 
 
I was directed by Barry Bauer, via email re: the upcoming issue of the Parkway, to send 
correspondence to you. I am doing just that and, after reading the elements of the plan, I would 
suggest that there be adequate parking and drive in access by everyone, every citizen to this 
unique and important recreational resource. It is important for the plan to recognize that the river 
and it's access belongs to all of us, not just the fortunate few who happen to live on the bluffs 
above and who would like to limit access to we commoners. Where in the world do they get the 
idea that it is 'their river' and theirs alone? Not only is this selfish, it also smacks of arrogance 
and disdain for the common man. Perhaps they should consider that it was the 'common man' 
who, at some point, provided the economic wealth that enabled those 'bluff dwellers' to live such 
an extravagant lifestyle in the first place.  This is not a tirade in opposition to capitalism by any 
means. It is simply a request to make it easier for folks of lesser means and the handicapped to 
enjoy their inalienable  right to commune with nature and 're-create' themselves. In a time of 
shrinking opportunity for such recreation, it is vital that all agendas be afforded equal value 
when it comes time to make the final decision concerning the future use of the river and its 
attendant property.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James Horn 
 
 

mailto:jmh77@cvip.net
mailto:jmh77@cvip.net
mailto:Barry@herbbauersportinggoods.com
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From: Barry [mailto:Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 8:31 AM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: Fw: San Joaquin River Master Plan-Deadline July 17 
 
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: fred mahoney  
To: Barry Bauer  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 7:36 AM 
Subject: Re: San Joaquin River Master Plan-Deadline July 17 
 
THIS LOOKS LIKE A GOOD PROGRAM, AS LONG AS IT DOESN'T GO ALONG WITH THE 
RESTORATION OF THE LOWER SJR (TO REINTERDUCE  SALMON.  WE DO NOT HAVE 
THE WATER TO WASTE ON THAT PROJECT.  FRED MAHONEY (life long resident on the sjr) 
1945 ................... 

mailto:Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com
mailto:highsierrafreddie@yahoo.com
mailto:Barry@HerbBauerSportingGoods.com


From: gerald vinnard [mailto:gvinnard@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 12:10 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Cc: barry@herbbauersportinggoods.com 
Subject: San Joaquin Master Plan Update 
 
To:  San Joaquin River Conservancy: 
 
This will be a comment on the San Joaquin River Master Plan Update, and in particular on the 
Section entitled, "Staging Areas" at p. 44. 
 
It would be very desirable to provide parking that is easily accessible from existing highways, 
large enough to accommodate usage on weekends and holidays, and convenient to trailheads 
for all users including those who may be handicapped.  The best location for such parking 
appears to be just west of Highway 41, below the bluff.  There is an existing road at that location 
that could easily be extended to the river bottom, and the area is large enough to avoid placing 
parking near the River.  Further, an adequate parking lot at that location will help minimize 
parking in the residential area above the bluff and just south of that location. 
 
Thank you for considering this comment. 
 
Gerald D. Vinnard 
(559)431-5780 
gvinnard@hotmail.com 
 

mailto:gvinnard@hotmail.com
mailto:barry@herbbauersportinggoods.com
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Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to address the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide comments as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 

conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 

• Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 

• Identify and evaluate geographic, environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 

• Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
going operations, maintenance, and management of the Parkway. 

• Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 
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July 17, 2013 
 
Melinda Marks, Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Conservancy 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 
 
Dear Ms. Marks: 
 
This letter is sent in response to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR being prepared for the 
update of the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan. 
 
 
Definitions 
 
In my long history of reviewing environmental impact reports, I find that a typical shortcoming is 
lack of clarity.  Therefore, I ask that the project consultant create two appendices – one defining 
basic terms and one elucidating (expanding the meaning of) each and every goal and policy. 
 
Appendix Defining Terms:  From the very beginning, the EIR consultant must see that terms are 
defined in such way that both agency personnel and members of the public understand them.  
For example, the Conservancy uses the term “facilities” to identify given properties, but for the 
public, the term “facilities” suggests public structures such restrooms and picnic tables.  The 
Conservancy refers to these physical facilities as “features.”  You can see the importance of 
defining well the terms used to describe the project.  
 
Appendix Explicating Goals and Policies: The EIR must examine each goal and policy 
individually and in some detail.  To start with, there must be a full explanation for every deletion, 
modification and addition made to the Parkway Plan’s goals and policies.  The public needs to 
know the why behind every change.  I recommend standard redlining to show changes 
proposed for the current plan. 
 
And every goal and policy, whether redlined or not, needs to be individually explained.  For 
example, let’s look at fundamental Goal FG2, which reads, “Conserve wildlife species that 
depend on the river environment.”  What does “conserve” mean?  If it means retaining current 
numbers of wildlife, then the EIR analysis will proceed one way.  If, on the other hand, it means 
retaining the same number and distribution of species, then the EIR will have a different focus.  
And if conservation entails replacing wildlife habitat on a one-to-one basis as Parkway facilities 
are constructed, then that is an altogether different matter.  And which species “depend on the 
river environment?”  Does dependency mean that beavers are to be conserved but rabbits are 
not?  It’s time to do the hard work and know exactly what each goal and policy in the Parkway 
Plan is designed to accomplish.  Here is a second example.  Goal G2 under “San Joaquin River 
Restoration Program” reads this way, “Support, promote, and educate Parkway visitors about 
river history, restoration ecology, water supply, and the SJR Restoration Program.”  We all know 
that one cannot “promote” Parkway visitors, so the policy is in one sense incomprehensible.  
Every policy needs to be written with meticulous care.  The EIR consultants must check each 
goal and policy to make sure that it makes total sense. 
 
Level of Detail 
 
Even though the EIR will review goals and policies – which are broad considerations –  and even 
though there is no actual project proposed for construction, the review of goals and policies 



must still be comprehensive and the information gathered must be highly detailed.  For example, 
although there may be no way to know where restrooms will be built, it’s important to recognize 
that restrooms are depicted on Conservancy maps more often than any other Parkway feature.  
It is possible for EIR consultants to calculate the number or restrooms that will needed (together 
with construction and maintenance costs) to accommodate the number of people likely to utilize 
the Parkway at full buildout.  This kind of information is crucial to assessing the number of 
people the Parkway can accommodate. 
 
Funding 
 
Although EIRs do not typically analyze the economics behind a project – the understanding 
being that economic considerations do not cause adverse impacts to the environment – in this 
case, a lack of funding can cause adverse impacts.  The river area is sensitive habitat for a 
number of species.  Should the Conservancy provide access to the river and not be able to 
manage public activity due to lack of funding, then there will be ecological problems indeed.  As 
Coalition Coordinator for the Friends of Lost Lake Park, a group dedicated to helping the County 
of Fresno maintain Lost Lake Park, I can tell you first hand of the environmental problems 
associated with the County’s inability to monitor and control the activities of park visitors.  For 
example, due to the County’s inability to adequately fund security, cleanup and maintenance, 
refuse such as food, litter, fishing line and other garbage items are continually strewn along the 
river’s edge – all known hazards to wildlife.  There are also problems associated with poaching.  
The Conservancy cannot make river lands available to people and sit back and hope the 
environment does not deteriorate.  Oversight is essential to the environmental health of the 
river’s ecosystems.  Oversight requires funding. 
 
Implementation Programs 
 
A good-sounding set of goals and policies is of little value if there are no mechanisms in place to 
implement them.  Each policy must be folded into an implementation program of some kind.  
Furthermore, with regard to the Mitigation Monitoring Program, it is not enough to simply state 
that the Conservancy will be responsible for mitigation monitoring if there is no mechanism and 
no funding available to do so. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments during the scoping process. 
 
 
 
Radley Reep 



From: Peter Weber [mailto:peteweber1@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 1:44 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: SJR Mastert Plan  
 
Dear Melinda, 
 
As a long-time Fresno resident and bluff homeowner, I’d like to ask for assurance of the 
following considerations in the scoping plan for the SJR Master Plan Update: 
 

1. The proposed trail should be accessible to all residents while considering the public 
safety concerns of the bluff homeowner community. The public safety framework should 
be based on the San Joaquin River and Bluff Protection Initiative.  

 
2. This is our one opportunity to make the river an amenity for all area residents to enjoy. 

To ensure true public access to the river between Highway 99 and Palm and Nees for 
walking, cycling, fishing, kayaking, canoeing, swimming, picnicking, etc. the proposed 
trail must be as close to the river as is permissible by law. 

 
3. An operational plan with specified funding sources must be put in place to ensure 

effective operations, proper maintenance, fire prevention and public safety, and habitat 
protection.  

 
I appreciate your consideration of these comments.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Pete 
 

mailto:peteweber1@gmail.com


From: mari.hrnndz89@gmail.com [mailto:mari.hrnndz89@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Maricela 
Hernandez 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2013 2:52 PM 
To: Joshua Morgan 
Subject: Fwd: Comments and Questions for EIR 
 
Good afternoon Joshua, 
 
I want to thank you again for allowing me to submit more comments. Below is are some 
comments from some of my students.  
 
Thanks again 
Maricela Hernandez 
 
Hello, 
I am Alice Lindo, vice president of the Fresno Youth Council for 
Sustainable Communities. We recently attended the conservancy's public 
meeting at the Pinedale Community Center, which was very informational. I 
have a few questions regarding the Madera and Fresno Riverwest Projects. My 
concern is parking. There seems to be about a ten mile stretch without any 
parking.What's the point of of having a plan for such a great trail if 
it's impossible to access? The only parking available doesn't make the rest 
of the trails available to everyone because of the distance, or condition. 
I'd just like to know how the conservancy and EIR planners will be 
addressing this issue. Thank you for your time! 
Alice Lindo 
 
" Harnessing the power of youth and coalitions to communicate unheard stories, shift narratives, 
and create more accountable systems." 
 
Maricela Hernandez 
Program Coordinator 
Center for Multicultural Cooperation 
P.O. Box 27442 
Fresno, CA 93729 
559.445.0015 (office)  |  559.445.0056 (fax) 
maricela@cmcweb.org |  www.cmcweb.org 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Eineren Arevalo <arevalo.bgc@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Jul 18, 2013 at 2:48 PM 
Subject: Comments and Questions for EIR 
To: Maricela Hernandez <maricela@cmcweb.org> 
Hello, we are writing this email to show our concern and support towards community river 
access. The main issue is providing easy access to the river. We are concerned with the 
inconvenience of the great distance families and youth will have to travel in order to reach the 
trail. Having easier access to the river will provide a great benefit towards those who have 
health problems such as asthma and also to those with physical disabilities who will have great 
trouble walking a steep and muddy trail.We personally as representative youth would like to be 
able to visit and enjoy the full attraction of the river without tiring obstacles and hindrances. 
 

mailto:mari.hrnndz89@gmail.com
mailto:mari.hrnndz89@gmail.com
mailto:maricela@cmcweb.org
http://www.cmcweb.org/
mailto:arevalo.bgc@gmail.com
mailto:maricela@cmcweb.org


Thank you for your time and effort in reviewing and putting thought towards your decisions. 
 
Eineren Arevalo  
529 W. Simpson Ave 
Fresno, CA, 93705 
(559)-347-7323 
arevalo.bgc@gmail.com 
 
Ricky Gutierrez 
6082 N. Del Mar 
Fresno, CA 93704 
(559)-439-8603 
udiverse@gmail.com 
 
 
 

tel:%28559%29-347-7323
mailto:arevalo.bgc@gmail.com
tel:%28559%29-439-8603
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From: Tara Brown [mailto:pejabrown@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2013 11:33 AM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update EIR 
 
Hello Melinda, 
 
My name is Tara Brown-Jackley, daughter of Jerry Brown, Tribal Chair of Chowchilla Tribe of 
Yokuts. Being Native Americans and land owners right next to your proposed Gibson project, 
we are very opposed to this project. We already live below the Lewis Eaton trail and even 
though its a great trail for exercisers it has brought much more crime to our area. I recently had 
my car broken into and that has never happened in the 65 years my family has been living here. 
There is much more trash on the river because people sneak down off the trail and go onto the 
river.The white root, that we find on the river, that is vital to our basket weaving and our culture 
will be compromised when you allow more people to have access to the river.  We would like to 
be involved in every aspect of the EIR and every aspect of this project. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Tara Brown-Jackley 
559-577-2445 
pejabrown@yahoo.com 
 

mailto:pejabrown@yahoo.com
mailto:pejabrown@yahoo.com


San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update 
EIR Scoping Meeting - July 9, 2013 

7#;,ar.i JoaCuuin ~iv.er rarikwae 
'{:" - --c,1 Bxplore. ~~erl4nce. Enloy,I 

Thank you for attending tonight's meeting. The San Joaquin River Conservancy (Conservancy) will prepare an 
EIR to acfdress the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Master Plan Update at a 
programmatic level. The purpose of this meeting is for members of the public and public agencies to 
provide commepts as to the scope and content of the EIR. 

The Master Plan Update, a programmatic document, is a long-term, large-scale plan that would be implemented 
incrementally and in phases over many years. The proposed Master Plan Update presents conceptual Parkway 
development projects, and goals and policies under which the development would be pursued and implemented. 
The development of individual projects would be evaluated separately by the Conservancy or other appropriate 
lead agencies subject to separate site-specific CEQA analysis. 

The Master Plan Update seeks to accomplish the following objectives: 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Set forth programmatic long-range goals, objectives, policies, and plans to accomplish wildlife habitat 
conservation and enhancement, public access and recreation, environmental education, and natural and 
cultural resource conservation and management within the San Joaquin River Parkway. 
Establish goals, policies, environmental commitments, and design standards to guide Parkway 
development and management. 
Identify and evaluate geographic , environmental, physical, and regulatory constraints and opportunities to 
implement the Parkway within the planning area. 
Consider implementation strategies and financing mechanisms for developing and supporting the on
aoing operatinns, mainten<1nce, r1nd man::igernent of the Parkway. 
Develop Parkway-wide strategies for cohesively generating environmental benefits and mitigating the 
impacts of Parkway development, rather than relying on project-specific, incremental mitigation. 

Your comments and/or questions are important. Please complete this form with your comments and/or questions. 
Thank you. 

Name (please prinWDY & HERB MORGENSTERN Organization/Business: _ _ _ _____ ___ _ 

8561 N. RIDGEVIEW AVE FRESNO CA 9371 1 
Address: _ _ _ _____ ________ City: _ _ ___ ___ Stat9: __ Zip: _ _ _ 

Phone: 559 1!32-2923 Fax: 559 263-01;31 E .1 herbf cannonsleep.co~ ma,: _ _ _ _ _ _________ _ 

COMMENTS/ QUESTIONS (EIR scoping comments are due by July 17, 2013): 

THERE SHOULD BE NO PARKING ALLO\/ED ON THE LE\·/IS EATON TRAIL EXTEMS I 0N 
NEAR THE RI VER BLUFF AREA. 

THE ~'ILDLlFE SHOULD BE PROTECTED AND PRESERVED. 
PUBLIC SAFETY CONCERNS OF THE BLUFF HOMEOWNERS SHOULD BE A TOP PRIORITY. 

TRAFFIC ON THE DIRT ROADS BELOW THE BLUFF MUST eE CONTROLLED. ~ E SEE PEOPLE 
DRIVING CAR'S/PICKUPS THROUGH AND ON THESE ROADS FREC.UENTLY . 

ON SUNDAY , JOLY 1 Z1, SOMEONE FI RED ~ Tr-AUTGr.7TTTc-ROUNDS v EP.Y tlEAR CUR 

HOME NEAR THE RIVER. IT COULD HAVE BEEN A VEHICLE ON THOSE DIRT ROADS SHOOTING 

AT A SNOWY EGRET OR ANY OTHER NATURALLY 0CCURING ANIMAL, OR BIRD. OR JUST 

( OVER} 



FIRING OFF ROUNDS AT A STUMP - THIS COULD HAVE EAS ILY STARTED A FIRE OR HIT 

A HOME , PERSON OR PET. 

TOO EASY OF ACCESS WILL ALLOW ABUSE OF THE LAND AND PROPERTY OWNERS RIGHTS. 
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From: Tom Wright [mailto:tom-wright@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2013 1:15 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: Memorials along river parkway 
 
Melinda:  My name is Tom Wright.  I am chairman of the board of the Clovis Veterans Memorial 
District, which encompasses most of the river parkway route from Highway 99 to Friant. 
  
I just today received an e-mail, sent last Wednesday, about a general plan for the parkway.  I 
assume the deadline for comments has passed, but perhaps this can be taken into 
consideration: 
  
The Memorial District has been looking for a site along the river for a meaningful memorial for 
not only veterans, but also some of the support groups such as Blue and Gold Star 
Mothers.  We've been unsuccessful in reaching an agreement with the City of Fresno for 
Woodward Park, but have tentatively agreed to take possession of several acres in the river 
bottom for creation of a memorial. 
  
We create extremely meaningful and user-friendly memorials.  I would invite you to view those 
we have at the Clovis Veterans Memorial Building, as well as the Pinedale Relocation Center 
memorial in Pinedale.   We do not have artists' renderings or specifics about a river bottom 
memorial,  as yet.  We normally meet with affected groups and our modest ideas grow into 
powerful, lasting tributes with the input and passion of those we touch. 
  
Under the statutes that govern us, we fully fund our projects before they begin, and must own 
and maintain the sites upon which they sit.  This would include any parking, restrooms and other 
amenities that might be included. 
  
I suppose this is all just FYI, should the opportunity to move forward on our site materialize.  We 
would appreciate any input you and your folks might have.  Thank you. 

mailto:tom-wright@sbcglobal.net


From: Thomas Holyoke [mailto:redpenguin70@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 1:10 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: Comments on SJR Parkway Master Plan Update 
 
July 25, 2013 
  
Ms. Melinda Marks 
Executive Officer 
San Joaquin River Parkway Conservancy 
  
Dear Ms. Marks: 
  
I understand that you are still taking public comment on what I believe is called a notice of 
preparation for the draft EIR from the San Joaquin River's master plan update.  As somebody 
who very much enjoys the river, I though I would offer a couple of comments. 
  
In my opinion, the two biggest issues regarding the master plan are the building of high quality 
trails and convenient access to those trails.  The more extensive the trail system in the Parkway, 
the more it can be enjoyed by the public, and this should mean both trails for walkers / runners as 
well as for those on bicycles on both the Fresno and Madera sides of the river.  All communities 
need opportunities for their citizens to have access to green space, to be able to enjoy the 
outdoors.  This promotes not just good physical health, but also good social health as citizens 
learn to be stakeholders in their environment.  Perhaps nothing is better than a trail system, and 
really a main trail that runs the entire length of the Parkway, from Highway 99 to Millerton 
Lake, without interruption.  Such a trail would even allow people north of Fresno to commute by 
bicycle, thus helping reduce the area's severe air quality problems.  I understand that has been the 
plan for the Parkway in the past, and it is important to make sure that it always remains the 
central feature of the Parkway. 
  
The benefits of the trail, of course, only really come if the public has easy access to it.  This 
means having many access points and places for people to park their cars.  While private 
property should be considered sacrosanct, frequent and convenient access may require building 
access points close to private property.  While some homeowners may be concerned about too 
many people coming too near their property, unless there is a compelling reason otherwise, such 
as evidence of damage to private property, frequent and convenient public access should be the 
priority for the Parkway.  Too many children in Fresno, and too many adults, have too few 
opportunities to enjoy the wonderful outdoor opportunities the Parkway offers, and convenient 
access to a large trail system will go along way towards changing that. 
  
Thank you very much for your consideration. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Tom Holyoke 
729 East Weldon Avenue 
Fresno, California 93704 

mailto:redpenguin70@gmail.com
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Master Plan Update 
From: adbrns <adbrns@aol.com> 

To: Melinda.Marks <Melinda.Marks@sjre.ca.gov> 

Cc: D.Koehler <D.Koehler@riverparkway.org> 

1 Date: Sat, Jul 27, 2013 1 :26 pm 
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The Parkway Trust Board of Directors reviewed the "comments on the NOP of the EIR for the SJRP Master Plan Update" on July 24, 
2013. 

' All of the Parkway elements are important to me and my husband, Ardell Barnes: 
1. Access for all. 
2. Continuous multi-purpose trail. 
3. Operations and maintenance funding sources. 
4. Fish and Wildlife habitat. 
5. Outdoor recreation, River Education/Interpretation. 
6. Adequate public facilities, access to public transportation. 

That being said, unless we take seriously #1 Access For All, and #3 Operations and Maintenance, the other bullet points are only 
exercises in wishful thinking. The shocking statistic of Fresno's appalling lack of parks and open space for all its citizenry is part of a 
blight that cannot be tolerated year after year. 

Thank you. 

Candy Barnes 
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From: georgiamurach@comcast.net [mailto:georgiamurach@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2013 3:29 PM 
To: Melinda Marks 
Subject: Comments on San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan 
 
Hi Melinda, 
  
I find it so distressing not to have "real" access on the Fresno side. I can't in good conscience 
say to the people and children of North-West Fresno and Pinedale and North East Fresno, that 
they need to get in a car, drive north on 41 past Children's Hospital, double back to reach an 
access area for picnicking, canoeing, floating, fishing etc. Why conserve the river if it isn't 
accessible to all our citizens? I enjoy the view of it, I'm a lucky.  Healthy young people can 
walk down into the river bottom to fish, picnic, and party. But the families with aging 
members, the mother with small children, the disabled...where do they have access?  
  
Please, dream big for our whole community.  
  
Georgia Murach 
Member of the Board of Directors of the San Joaquin River Parkway Trust 
  
P.S. Melinda, I know that you know that access points (several) could be made available 
with attention to design that could override the "upset" homeowners. It's just a question of vision 
and will and, of course, selling the idea.    
 

mailto:georgiamurach@comcast.net
mailto:georgiamurach@comcast.net
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Air Quality and GHG Assumptions 



San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan

Air District: San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)
County: Madera and Fresno counties
Climate Zone: 3
Utility Company: PG&E

Worst-Case Construction Scenario: Lost Lake Park

Parking 1,570 Spaces 14.13 Acres

Trails at 15 feet wide 0.009 Acres 27 miles

Trails at 6 feet wide 0.005 Acres
29 miles of nature trails + 5.9 miles of 
hiking/equestrain trails

Total trail acreage 0.014 Acres

Community Park 49 acres

Entrance station 500 SQFT
Restrooms 20,000 SQFT
Indoor Pavilion 7,000 SQFT
Interpretive Center 10,000 SQFT
TOTAL SQFT 37,500 (modeled as racquet club)

TOTAL ACRES 64

Construction in Phases: 4
Site Preparation CalEEMod default
Grading CalEEMod default
Building CalEEMod default
Coating CalEEMod default
Paving CalEEMod default
Worst case scenario. Uses 2014 and 2015 emissions rates. 



San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan

Air District: San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)
County: Madera and Fresno counties
Climate Zone: 3
Utility Company: PG&E
Operational Characteristics
Active Park Facility Acreage 3,933  (Park Facilities - excludes Open Space/Conservation)

Avg. Daily Trip Generation (all Park Facilities)

Based on planned parking lot spaces allocated and average daily visitor trips

Existing Visitors Project Visitors
830 3,395

Existing Daily Trips Project Daily Trips Increase in Trips
1,660 6,790 5,130

CalEEMod trip rate 0.422 1.73
Trip Length to Fresno from Lost Lake Park (Google Maps) 19.0 miles

Campsites - Improved 40
Campsites - w/Hookups 40
Campsite with Hookups modeled as 400 sqft spaces to account for energy use (16,000 SQFT)
Average Motor Home/RV: 40x8 SQFT 320

source: estimate based on avg size of campers, RVs, and motorhomes that may utilize sites with hookups

Wastewater: CalEEMod Default (assumes mix of treated v. septic)

Water: CalEEMod default Existing Project
Irrigated Turf (Acreage) 30 151

Water Use Rates In CalEEMod (per Acre) 1,191,481
OutdoorWater 35,744,441 179,913,684

Waste: CalEEMod default

Connection to regional wastewater where local connection available/feasible.  
Policy Water.7: Install vault toilets and septic systems only in areas where community wastewater treatment is 
not available and feasible. 



Directions to Lost Lake Recreation Area
16385 N Friant Rd, Friant, CA 93626
19.0 mi – about 25 mins

Loading...

©2013 Google - Map data ©2013 Go

Page 1 of 2Freno, ca to Lost Lake Recreation Area - Google Maps

11/20/2013https://maps.google.com/maps?f=d&amp;source=s_d&amp;saddr=Freno,+ca&amp;daddr...
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CalEEMod Runs – Estimate of Lost Lake Construction 
Activities 



CONSTRUCTION WORKSHEET - LOST LAKE

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr
2014 1.98 12.89 12.90 0.02 1.43 0.67 2.10 0.55 0.62 1.18 0.00 1,566.71 1,566.71 0.26 0.00 1,572.11

Threshold 10 10 100 27 NA NA 15 NA NA 15 NA NA NA NA NA NA

Site Preparation - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.16 0.00 0.16 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.11 1.15 0.86 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 75.40 75.40 0.02 0.00 75.87
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.13 4.13 0.00 0.00 4.14
Total 0.11 1.16 0.89 0.00 0.17 0.06 0.23 0.09 0.06 0.15 0.00 79.53 79.53 0.02 0.00 80.01

Grading 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.21 0.00 0.21 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.38 4.44 2.84 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.00 327.05 327.05 0.10 0.00 329.08
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.62 12.62 0.00 0.00 12.63
Total 0.38 4.45 2.93 0.00 0.23 0.21 0.44 0.09 0.20 0.29 0.00 339.67 339.67 0.10 0.00 341.72



Building Construction - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.50 4.08 2.47 0.00 0.29 0.29 0.27 0.27 0.00 320.74 320.74 0.08 0.00 322.45
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.25 1.77 2.52 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.11 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.00 287.07 287.07 0.00 0.00 287.14
Worker 0.20 0.33 3.21 0.01 0.42 0.00 0.42 0.11 0.00 0.12 0.00 419.18 419.18 0.03 0.00 419.71
Total 0.95 6.18 8.20 0.01 0.50 0.33 0.83 0.13 0.31 0.44 0.00 1,026.98 1,026.98 0.11 0.00 1,029.29

Paving - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.09 0.98 0.56 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 80.40 80.40 0.02 0.00 80.90
Paving 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.45 6.45 0.00 0.00 6.46
Total 0.11 0.98 0.61 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 86.86 86.86 0.02 0.00 87.36

Architectural Coating - 2014

ROG NOx CO SO2
Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.02 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 9.57 9.57 0.00 0.00 9.60
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.01 0.02 0.18 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 24.09 24.09 0.00 0.00 24.12
Total 0.42 0.12 0.26 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 33.67 33.67 0.00 0.00 33.72
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1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.01 Acre 0.01 0.00 0

Parking Lot 1,570.00 Space 14.13 628,000.00 0
City Park 49.00 Acre 49.00 0.00 0

Racquet Club 37.50 1000sqft 0.86 37,500.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2014

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

641.35 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 
Land Use - Park facilities modeled as "Raquet Club". SQFT for "Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces" and "City Park" zeroed out since these would not be 
paintedConstruction Phase - CalEEmod defaults, modified so that phases would overlap.
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - SJVAPCD Rule 8021

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation CleanPavedRoadPercentReduction 0 9
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/29/2014 4/15/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 9/4/2018 4/3/2018
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/29/2014 6/3/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 7/17/2018 4/15/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/16/2014 1/1/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 6/4/2014 1/1/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 2/26/2014 1/1/2014
tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 4/4/2018 1/1/2014

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 435.60 0.00
2,134,440.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet

1-----------------+----------------+----------------+--------1---...................................... ........................................ . 

------------------+----------------+-----------------+--------t---······································ ........................................ . 
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2014 1.9758 12.8869 12.8957 0.0176 1.4275 0.6706 2.0981 0.5547 0.6238 1.1785 0.0000 1,566.713
8

1,566.7138 0.2568 0.0000 1,572.1069

2015 0.8591 5.7215 7.4963 0.0118 0.5379 0.3065 0.8443 0.1447 0.2875 0.4322 0.0000 1,006.602
3

1,006.6023 0.1053 0.0000 1,008.8134

2016 0.7788 5.2931 6.9525 0.0118 0.5379 0.2825 0.8204 0.1447 0.2649 0.4095 0.0000 985.9728 985.9728 0.1014 0.0000 988.1012

2017 0.6978 4.8178 6.4484 0.0118 0.5358 0.2534 0.7893 0.1441 0.2376 0.3817 0.0000 958.6981 958.6981 0.0974 0.0000 960.7442

2018 0.1550 1.1000 1.5350 3.0400e-
003

0.1381 0.0553 0.1933 0.0371 0.0519 0.0890 0.0000 241.6170 241.6170 0.0244 0.0000 242.1292

Total 4.4665 29.8193 35.3279 0.0561 0.5853 0.0000 4,771.89493.1772 1.5682 4.7453 1.0253 1.4656 2.4909

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4,759.603
9

4,759.6039

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2014 1.9758 12.8869 12.8957 0.0176 0.9216 0.6706 1.5922 0.3257 0.6238 0.9495 0.0000 1,566.712
8

1,566.7128 0.2568 0.0000 1,572.1059

2015 0.8591 5.7215 7.4963 0.0118 0.4971 0.3065 0.8035 0.1346 0.2875 0.4221 0.0000 1,006.601
9

1,006.6019 0.1053 0.0000 1,008.8131

2016 0.7788 5.2931 6.9525 0.0118 0.4971 0.2825 0.7795 0.1346 0.2649 0.3995 0.0000 985.9724 985.9724 0.1014 0.0000 988.1009

2017 0.6978 4.8178 6.4484 0.0118 0.4952 0.2534 0.7486 0.1341 0.2376 0.3717 0.0000 958.6977 958.6977 0.0974 0.0000 960.7438

2018 0.1550 1.1000 1.5350 3.0400e-
003

0.1276 0.0553 0.1829 0.0346 0.0519 0.0864 0.0000 241.6169 241.6169 0.0244 0.0000 242.1291

Total 4.4665 29.8193 35.3278 0.0561 2.5385 1.5682 4.1067 0.7636 1.4656 2.2292 0.0000 4,759.601
7

4,759.6017 0.5853 0.0000 4,771.8927

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0020.10 0.00 13.46 25.52 0.00 10.50 0.00 0.00 0.00

1-------------i---+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/1/2014 2/25/2014 5 40
2 Grading Grading 1/1/2014 6/3/2014 5 110

75
3 Building Construction Building Construction 1/1/2014 4/3/2018 5

4/15/2014 5

1110
4 Paving Paving 1/1/2014 4/15/2014 5

75

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 275

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 84,510; Non-Residential Outdoor: 28,170 (Architectural Coating – 

5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/1/2014

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
Building Construction Cranes 1 7.00 226 0.29
Grading Excavators 2 8.00 162 0.38
Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00 89 0.20
Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8.00 84 0.74
Grading Graders 1 8.00 174 0.41
Paving Pavers 2 8.00 125 0.42
Paving Paving Equipment 2 8.00 130 0.36
Paving Rollers 2 8.00 80 0.38
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 255 0.40
Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00 255 0.40
Grading Scrapers 2 8.00 361 0.48
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00 97 0.37
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97 0.37
Building Construction Welders 1 8.00 46 0.45

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

16.80

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Building Construction 9 280.00 109.00 0.00
Architectural Coating 1 56.00 0.00 0.00

HHDT
6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

16.80
16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00
Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00

HDT_Mix HHDT
6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

0.00 16.80
16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix

6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDTSite Preparation 7 18.00 0.00

1-----+-----------+----+----+--································· 

----------································· 
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Site Preparation - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.3613 0.0000 0.3613 0.1986 0.0000 0.1986 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1058 1.1524 0.8592 7.8000e-
004

0.0628 0.0628 0.0577 0.0577 0.0000 75.4032 75.4032 0.0223 0.0000 75.8712

Total 0.1058 1.1524 0.8592 7.8000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 75.87120.3613 0.0628 0.4241 0.1986 0.0577 0.2563

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 75.4032 75.4032

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0100e-
003

3.2600e-
003

0.0316 5.0000e-
005

4.4800e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.5100e-
003

1.1900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2200e-
003

0.0000 4.1299 4.1299 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.1351

Total 2.0100e-
003

3.2600e-
003

0.0316 5.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.13514.4800e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.5100e-
003

1.1900e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.2200e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.1299 4.1299

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.1626 0.0000 0.1626 0.0894 0.0000 0.0894 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1058 1.1524 0.8592 7.8000e-
004

0.0628 0.0628 0.0577 0.0577 0.0000 75.4031 75.4031 0.0223 0.0000 75.8711

Total 0.1058 1.1524 0.8592 7.8000e-
004

0.0223 0.0000 75.87110.1626 0.0628 0.2254 0.0894 0.0577 0.1471 0.0000 75.4031 75.4031

--------------+----+------t----+------+---------t··""""""""" ...................................... . 
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0100e-
003

3.2600e-
003

0.0316 5.0000e-
005

4.1300e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

1.1000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 4.1299 4.1299 2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.1351

Total 2.0100e-
003

3.2600e-
003

0.0316 5.0000e-
005

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.13514.1300e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.1600e-
003

1.1000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.1400e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.1299 4.1299

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Grading - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.4770 0.0000 0.4770 0.1978 0.0000 0.1978 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3766 4.4397 2.8371 3.4000e-
003

0.2134 0.2134 0.1963 0.1963 0.0000 327.0545 327.0545 0.0967 0.0000 329.0841

Total 0.3766 4.4397 2.8371 3.4000e-
003

0.0967 0.0000 329.08410.4770 0.2134 0.6904 0.1978 0.1963 0.3941

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 327.0545 327.0545

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.1300e-
003

9.9700e-
003

0.0967 1.6000e-
004

0.0137 1.1000e-
004

0.0138 3.6300e-
003

1.0000e-
004

3.7300e-
003

0.0000 12.6190 12.6190 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 12.6349

Total 6.1300e-
003

9.9700e-
003

0.0967 1.6000e-
004

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 12.63490.0137 1.1000e-
004

0.0138 3.6300e-
003

1.0000e-
004

3.7300e-
003

0.0000 12.6190 12.6190

-----.;;----+----+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+-----f···················· ...................................... . 
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.2147 0.0000 0.2147 0.0890 0.0000 0.0890 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.3766 4.4397 2.8371 3.4000e-
003

0.2134 0.2134 0.1963 0.1963 0.0000 327.0541 327.0541 0.0967 0.0000 329.0837

Total 0.3766 4.4397 2.8371 3.4000e-
003

0.0967 0.0000 329.08370.2147 0.2134 0.4280 0.0890 0.1963 0.2853

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 327.0541 327.0541

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.1300e-
003

9.9700e-
003

0.0967 1.6000e-
004

0.0126 1.1000e-
004

0.0127 3.3700e-
003

1.0000e-
004

3.4700e-
003

0.0000 12.6190 12.6190 7.6000e-
004

0.0000 12.6349

Total 6.1300e-
003

9.9700e-
003

0.0967 1.6000e-
004

7.6000e-
004

0.0000 12.63490.0126 1.1000e-
004

0.0127 3.3700e-
003

1.0000e-
004

3.4700e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 12.6190 12.6190

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Building Construction - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.5048 4.0786 2.4703 3.5000e-
003

0.2908 0.2908 0.2737 0.2737 0.0000 320.7354 320.7354 0.0816 0.0000 322.4480

Total 0.5048 4.0786 2.4703 3.5000e-
003

0.0816 0.0000 322.44800.2908 0.2908 0.2737 0.2737 0.0000 320.7354 320.7354

--------------+----t----+---+----+----+-----+-----t··""""""""" ...................................... . 
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2464 1.7655 2.5224 3.1100e-
003

0.0837 0.0360 0.1197 0.0240 0.0331 0.0571 0.0000 287.0688 287.0688 3.2000e-
003

0.0000 287.1360

Worker 0.2037 0.3311 3.2112 5.2400e-
003

0.4542 3.6300e-
003

0.4579 0.1207 3.3000e-
003

0.1240 0.0000 419.1801 419.1801 0.0252 0.0000 419.7086

Total 0.4501 2.0965 5.7335 8.3500e-
003

0.0284 0.0000 706.84460.5379 0.0397 0.5775 0.1447 0.0364 0.1811

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 706.2489 706.2489

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.5048 4.0786 2.4703 3.5000e-
003

0.2908 0.2908 0.2737 0.2737 0.0000 320.7350 320.7350 0.0816 0.0000 322.4476

Total 0.5048 4.0786 2.4703 3.5000e-
003

0.0816 0.0000 322.44760.2908 0.2908 0.2737 0.2737

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 320.7350 320.7350

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2464 1.7655 2.5224 3.1100e-
003

0.0783 0.0360 0.1143 0.0226 0.0331 0.0557 0.0000 287.0688 287.0688 3.2000e-
003

0.0000 287.1360

Worker 0.2037 0.3311 3.2112 5.2400e-
003

0.4188 3.6300e-
003

0.4225 0.1120 3.3000e-
003

0.1153 0.0000 419.1801 419.1801 0.0252 0.0000 419.7086

Total 0.4501 2.0965 5.7335 8.3500e-
003

0.0284 0.0000 706.84460.4971 0.0397 0.5367 0.1346 0.0364 0.1710 0.0000 706.2489 706.2489
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Building Construction - 2015
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4775 3.9189 2.4462 3.5000e-
003

0.2762 0.2762 0.2598 0.2598 0.0000 318.4126 318.4126 0.0799 0.0000 320.0903

Total 0.4775 3.9189 2.4462 3.5000e-
003

0.0799 0.0000 320.09030.2762 0.2762 0.2598 0.2598

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 318.4126 318.4126

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2032 1.5102 2.2249 3.0900e-
003

0.0837 0.0269 0.1105 0.0240 0.0247 0.0487 0.0000 283.2034 283.2034 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 283.2608

Worker 0.1784 0.2923 2.8252 5.2500e-
003

0.4542 3.3600e-
003

0.4576 0.1207 3.0600e-
003

0.1238 0.0000 404.9863 404.9863 0.0227 0.0000 405.4624

Total 0.3816 1.8025 5.0502 8.3400e-
003

0.0254 0.0000 688.72310.5379 0.0302 0.5681 0.1447 0.0278 0.1724

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 688.1897 688.1897

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4775 3.9189 2.4462 3.5000e-
003

0.2762 0.2762 0.2598 0.2598 0.0000 318.4122 318.4122 0.0799 0.0000 320.0899

Total 0.4775 3.9189 2.4462 3.5000e-
003

0.0799 0.0000 320.08990.2762 0.2762 0.2598 0.2598 0.0000 318.4122 318.4122

-------------------·· .................................... ..I.. ................ . 
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.2032 1.5102 2.2249 3.0900e-
003

0.0782 0.0269 0.1051 0.0226 0.0247 0.0473 0.0000 283.2034 283.2034 2.7300e-
003

0.0000 283.2608

Worker 0.1784 0.2923 2.8252 5.2500e-
003

0.4188 3.3600e-
003

0.4222 0.1120 3.0600e-
003

0.1151 0.0000 404.9863 404.9863 0.0227 0.0000 405.4624

Total 0.3816 1.8025 5.0502 8.3400e-
003

0.0254 0.0000 688.72310.4971 0.0302 0.5273 0.1346 0.0278 0.1624

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 688.1897 688.1897

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Building Construction - 2016
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4445 3.7201 2.4151 3.5000e-
003

0.2567 0.2567 0.2412 0.2412 0.0000 316.0104 316.0104 0.0784 0.0000 317.6563

Total 0.4445 3.7201 2.4151 3.5000e-
003

0.0784 0.0000 317.65630.2567 0.2567 0.2412 0.2412

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 316.0104 316.0104

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1782 1.3140 2.0462 3.0900e-
003

0.0837 0.0226 0.1062 0.0240 0.0207 0.0447 0.0000 279.7979 279.7979 2.4800e-
003

0.0000 279.8499

Worker 0.1560 0.2591 2.4911 5.2500e-
003

0.4542 3.1600e-
003

0.4574 0.1207 2.9000e-
003

0.1236 0.0000 390.1645 390.1645 0.0205 0.0000 390.5950

Total 0.3342 1.5731 4.5374 8.3400e-
003

0.0230 0.0000 670.44490.5379 0.0257 0.5636 0.1447 0.0236 0.1683 0.0000 669.9623 669.9623
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4445 3.7201 2.4151 3.5000e-
003

0.2567 0.2567 0.2412 0.2412 0.0000 316.0101 316.0101 0.0784 0.0000 317.6560

Total 0.4445 3.7201 2.4151 3.5000e-
003

0.0784 0.0000 317.65600.2567 0.2567 0.2412 0.2412

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 316.0101 316.0101

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1782 1.3140 2.0462 3.0900e-
003

0.0782 0.0226 0.1008 0.0226 0.0207 0.0434 0.0000 279.7979 279.7979 2.4800e-
003

0.0000 279.8499

Worker 0.1560 0.2591 2.4911 5.2500e-
003

0.4188 3.1600e-
003

0.4220 0.1120 2.9000e-
003

0.1149 0.0000 390.1645 390.1645 0.0205 0.0000 390.5950

Total 0.3342 1.5731 4.5374 8.3400e-
003

0.0230 0.0000 670.44490.4971 0.0257 0.5228 0.1346 0.0236 0.1583

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 669.9623 669.9623

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Building Construction - 2017
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4033 3.4327 2.3568 3.4900e-
003

0.2316 0.2316 0.2175 0.2175 0.0000 311.3228 311.3228 0.0766 0.0000 312.9319

Total 0.4033 3.4327 2.3568 3.4900e-
003

0.0766 0.0000 312.93190.2316 0.2316 0.2175 0.2175 0.0000 311.3228 311.3228

-------------------·· .................................... ..I.. ................ . 
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1602 1.1564 1.9146 3.0700e-
003

0.0834 0.0189 0.1022 0.0239 0.0174 0.0412 0.0000 274.0296 274.0296 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 274.0778

Worker 0.1343 0.2287 2.1770 5.2200e-
003

0.4525 3.0000e-
003

0.4555 0.1202 2.7600e-
003

0.1230 0.0000 373.3456 373.3456 0.0185 0.0000 373.7345

Total 0.2945 1.3851 4.0916 8.2900e-
003

0.0208 0.0000 647.81230.5358 0.0219 0.5577 0.1441 0.0201 0.1642

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 647.3752 647.3752

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.4033 3.4327 2.3568 3.4900e-
003

0.2316 0.2316 0.2175 0.2175 0.0000 311.3225 311.3225 0.0766 0.0000 312.9315

Total 0.4033 3.4327 2.3568 3.4900e-
003

0.0766 0.0000 312.93150.2316 0.2316 0.2175 0.2175

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 311.3225 311.3225

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.1602 1.1564 1.9146 3.0700e-
003

0.0780 0.0189 0.0968 0.0226 0.0174 0.0399 0.0000 274.0296 274.0296 2.2900e-
003

0.0000 274.0778

Worker 0.1343 0.2287 2.1770 5.2200e-
003

0.4172 3.0000e-
003

0.4202 0.1116 2.7600e-
003

0.1144 0.0000 373.3456 373.3456 0.0185 0.0000 373.7345

Total 0.2945 1.3851 4.0916 8.2900e-
003

0.0208 0.0000 647.81230.4952 0.0219 0.5171 0.1341 0.0201 0.1543 0.0000 647.3752 647.3752
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.4 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0894 0.7792 0.5873 9.0000e-
004

0.0501 0.0501 0.0471 0.0471 0.0000 79.3178 79.3178 0.0194 0.0000 79.7255

Total 0.0894 0.7792 0.5873 9.0000e-
004

0.0194 0.0000 79.72550.0501 0.0501 0.0471 0.0471

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 79.3178 79.3178

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0354 0.2679 0.4484 7.9000e-
004

0.0215 4.4500e-
003

0.0259 6.1500e-
003

4.0900e-
003

0.0103 0.0000 69.3662 69.3662 5.7000e-
004

0.0000 69.3783

Worker 0.0303 0.0529 0.4992 1.3500e-
003

0.1166 7.5000e-
004

0.1174 0.0310 7.0000e-
004

0.0317 0.0000 92.9329 92.9329 4.4000e-
003

0.0000 93.0254

Total 0.0656 0.3207 0.9476 2.1400e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 162.40370.1381 5.2000e-
003

0.1433 0.0371 4.7900e-
003

0.0419

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 162.2991 162.2991

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0894 0.7792 0.5873 9.0000e-
004

0.0501 0.0501 0.0471 0.0471 0.0000 79.3178 79.3178 0.0194 0.0000 79.7254

Total 0.0894 0.7792 0.5873 9.0000e-
004

0.0194 0.0000 79.72540.0501 0.0501 0.0471 0.0471 0.0000 79.3178 79.3178
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0354 0.2679 0.4484 7.9000e-
004

0.0201 4.4500e-
003

0.0245 5.8100e-
003

4.0900e-
003

9.9000e-
003

0.0000 69.3662 69.3662 5.7000e-
004

0.0000 69.3783

Worker 0.0303 0.0529 0.4992 1.3500e-
003

0.1075 7.5000e-
004

0.1083 0.0288 7.0000e-
004

0.0295 0.0000 92.9329 92.9329 4.4000e-
003

0.0000 93.0254

Total 0.0656 0.3207 0.9476 2.1400e-
003

4.9700e-
003

0.0000 162.40370.1276 5.2000e-
003

0.1328 0.0346 4.7900e-
003

0.0394

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 162.2991 162.2991

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Paving - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0885 0.9782 0.5612 8.4000e-
004

0.0545 0.0545 0.0501 0.0501 0.0000 80.4046 80.4046 0.0238 0.0000 80.9036

Paving 0.0185 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1071 0.9782 0.5612 8.4000e-
004

0.0238 0.0000 80.90360.0545 0.0545 0.0501 0.0501

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 80.4046 80.4046

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.1400e-
003

5.1000e-
003

0.0494 8.0000e-
005

6.9900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

7.0500e-
003

1.8600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

0.0000 6.4529 6.4529 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 6.4610

Total 3.1400e-
003

5.1000e-
003

0.0494 8.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 6.46106.9900e-
003

6.0000e-
005

7.0500e-
003

1.8600e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.9100e-
003

0.0000 6.4529 6.4529
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SJRP_ConstructionLostLakePark
Fresno County, Annual

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0885 0.9782 0.5612 8.4000e-
004

0.0545 0.0545 0.0501 0.0501 0.0000 80.4045 80.4045 0.0238 0.0000 80.9035

Paving 0.0185 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.1071 0.9782 0.5612 8.4000e-
004

0.0238 0.0000 80.90350.0545 0.0545 0.0501 0.0501

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 80.4045 80.4045

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.1400e-
003

5.1000e-
003

0.0494 8.0000e-
005

6.4500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

0.0000 6.4529 6.4529 3.9000e-
004

0.0000 6.4610

Total 3.1400e-
003

5.1000e-
003

0.0494 8.0000e-
005

3.9000e-
004

0.0000 6.46106.4500e-
003

6.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
003

1.7200e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7800e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 6.4529 6.4529

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2014
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 0.3917 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0167 0.1042 0.0721 1.1000e-
004

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

0.0000 9.5747 9.5747 1.3600e-
003

0.0000 9.6034

Total 0.4084 0.1042 0.0721 1.1000e-
004

1.3600e-
003

0.0000 9.60349.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

0.0000 9.5747 9.5747
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0117 0.0190 0.1846 3.0000e-
004

0.0261 2.1000e-
004

0.0263 6.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

0.0000 24.0908 24.0908 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 24.1212

Total 0.0117 0.0190 0.1846 3.0000e-
004

1.4500e-
003

0.0000 24.12120.0261 2.1000e-
004

0.0263 6.9400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

7.1300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 24.0908 24.0908

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 0.3917 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0167 0.1042 0.0721 1.1000e-
004

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

0.0000 9.5747 9.5747 1.3600e-
003

0.0000 9.6034

Total 0.4084 0.1042 0.0721 1.1000e-
004

1.3600e-
003

0.0000 9.60349.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

9.1900e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 9.5747 9.5747

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0117 0.0190 0.1846 3.0000e-
004

0.0241 2.1000e-
004

0.0243 6.4400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

6.6300e-
003

0.0000 24.0908 24.0908 1.4500e-
003

0.0000 24.1212

Total 0.0117 0.0190 0.1846 3.0000e-
004

1.4500e-
003

0.0000 24.12120.0241 2.1000e-
004

0.0243 6.4400e-
003

1.9000e-
004

6.6300e-
003

0.0000 24.0908 24.0908
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0.00
Welders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 9 No Change

0.00
Scrapers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel No Change 0 4 No Change

0.00
Rollers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
Paving Equipment Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change

0.00
Pavers Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change

0.00
Generator Sets Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00
Forklifts Diesel No Change 0 3 No Change

0.00
Excavators Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change 0.00
Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change

Oxidation Catalyst
Air Compressors Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

0.00 0.00

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

CO2e
Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OPhase ROG NOx CO SO2

Exhaust 
PM10
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Construction Mitigation Summary
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1.04462E+002 2.65200E-002 0.00000E+000 1.05019E+002

4.88853E+002

Welders 3.25520E-001 1.01430E+000 1.10686E+000 1.42000E-003 8.19700E-002 8.19700E-002 0.00000E+000 1.04462E+002

3.86550E-001 0.00000E+000 4.85788E+002 4.85788E+002 1.45950E-001 0.00000E+000

1.57781E+002 4.66300E-002 0.00000E+000 1.58760E+002

Tractors/Loaders/Bac
khoes

5.67870E-001 5.44208E+000 3.96997E+000 5.13000E-003 4.20170E-001

9.90821E+001

Scrapers 1.60940E-001 2.09537E+000 1.31049E+000 1.64000E-003 8.45200E-002 7.77600E-002 0.00000E+000 1.57781E+002

7.15100E-002 0.00000E+000 9.84710E+001 9.84710E+001 2.91000E-002 0.00000E+000

1.89253E+001 5.59000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.90428E+001

Rubber Tired Dozers 1.46320E-001 1.66709E+000 1.27537E+000 1.02000E-003 7.77300E-002

2.91038E+001

Rollers 2.79500E-002 2.56970E-001 1.53170E-001 2.00000E-004 1.91400E-002 1.76100E-002 0.00000E+000 1.89253E+001

1.41700E-002 0.00000E+000 2.89243E+001 2.89243E+001 8.55000E-003 0.00000E+000

3.25549E+001 9.62000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.27569E+001

Paving Equipment 2.57000E-002 3.22880E-001 1.91710E-001 3.00000E-004 1.54000E-002

3.33426E+001

Pavers 3.48900E-002 3.98360E-001 2.16300E-001 3.40000E-004 1.99200E-002 1.83300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.25549E+001

3.10900E-002 0.00000E+000 3.31369E+001 3.31369E+001 9.79000E-003 0.00000E+000

3.13690E+002 3.00300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.14320E+002

Graders 5.86100E-002 6.02200E-001 2.73410E-001 3.40000E-004 3.38000E-002

2.41692E+002

Generator Sets 3.70740E-001 2.76775E+000 2.11831E+000 3.65000E-003 1.96760E-001 1.96760E-001 0.00000E+000 3.13690E+002

2.52080E-001 0.00000E+000 2.40173E+002 2.40173E+002 7.23200E-002 0.00000E+000

5.60045E+001 1.65500E-002 0.00000E+000 5.63520E+001

Forklifts 3.81110E-001 3.28825E+000 2.10415E+000 2.54000E-003 2.74000E-001

2.60384E+002

Excavators 4.65800E-002 5.56190E-001 3.76730E-001 5.80000E-004 2.73400E-002 2.51500E-002 0.00000E+000 5.60045E+001

1.70350E-001 0.00000E+000 2.58748E+002 2.58748E+002 7.79100E-002 0.00000E+000Cranes 3.44270E-001 4.08836E+000 1.43675E+000 2.74000E-003 1.85160E-001

0.00000E+000 9.57469E+000 9.57469E+000 1.36000E-003 0.00000E+000 9.60335E+000

CO2e
Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 1.67300E-002 1.04150E-001 7.20600E-002 1.10000E-004 9.19000E-003 9.19000E-003

Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O

1.04463E+002 2.65200E-002 0.00000E+000 1.05019E+002

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10

4.88853E+002

Welders 3.25520E-001 1.01430E+000 1.10686E+000 1.42000E-003 8.19700E-002 8.19700E-002 0.00000E+000 1.04463E+002

3.86550E-001 0.00000E+000 4.85789E+002 4.85789E+002 1.45950E-001 0.00000E+000

1.57781E+002 4.66300E-002 0.00000E+000 1.58760E+002

Tractors/Loaders/B
ackhoes

5.67870E-001 5.44209E+000 3.96997E+000 5.13000E-003 4.20170E-001

9.90822E+001

Scrapers 1.60940E-001 2.09538E+000 1.31049E+000 1.64000E-003 8.45200E-002 7.77600E-002 0.00000E+000 1.57781E+002

7.15100E-002 0.00000E+000 9.84712E+001 9.84712E+001 2.91000E-002 0.00000E+000

1.89253E+001 5.59000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.90428E+001

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

1.46320E-001 1.66709E+000 1.27537E+000 1.02000E-003 7.77300E-002

2.91038E+001

Rollers 2.79500E-002 2.56970E-001 1.53170E-001 2.00000E-004 1.91400E-002 1.76100E-002 0.00000E+000 1.89253E+001

1.41700E-002 0.00000E+000 2.89243E+001 2.89243E+001 8.55000E-003 0.00000E+000

3.25549E+001 9.62000E-003 0.00000E+000 3.27570E+001

Paving Equipment 2.57000E-002 3.22880E-001 1.91710E-001 3.00000E-004 1.54000E-002

3.33426E+001

Pavers 3.48900E-002 3.98360E-001 2.16300E-001 3.40000E-004 1.99200E-002 1.83300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.25549E+001

3.10900E-002 0.00000E+000 3.31370E+001 3.31370E+001 9.79000E-003 0.00000E+000

3.13690E+002 3.00300E-002 0.00000E+000 3.14321E+002

Graders 5.86100E-002 6.02200E-001 2.73410E-001 3.40000E-004 3.38000E-002

2.41692E+002

Generator Sets 3.70740E-001 2.76775E+000 2.11831E+000 3.65000E-003 1.96760E-001 1.96760E-001 0.00000E+000 3.13690E+002

2.52080E-001 0.00000E+000 2.40173E+002 2.40173E+002 7.23200E-002 0.00000E+000

5.60046E+001 1.65500E-002 0.00000E+000 5.63521E+001

Forklifts 3.81110E-001 3.28825E+000 2.10415E+000 2.54000E-003 2.74000E-001

2.60385E+002

Excavators 4.65800E-002 5.56190E-001 3.76730E-001 5.80000E-004 2.73400E-002 2.51500E-002 0.00000E+000 5.60046E+001

1.70350E-001 0.00000E+000 2.58749E+002 2.58749E+002 7.79100E-002 0.00000E+000Cranes 3.44270E-001 4.08836E+000 1.43675E+000 2.74000E-003 1.85160E-001

0.00000E+000 9.57470E+000 9.57470E+000 1.36000E-003 0.00000E+000 9.60336E+000

CO2e
Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 1.67300E-002 1.04150E-001 7.20600E-002 1.10000E-004 9.19000E-003 9.19000E-003

Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OEquipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10
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0.55 0.55

Site Preparation Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08

Site Preparation Fugitive Dust 0.36 0.20 0.16 0.09

0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.08

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.55 0.55

Grading Roads 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.07

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.48 0.20 0.21 0.09

0.00 0.00

Building Construction Roads 2.29 0.62 2.11 0.57 0.08 0.07

Building Construction Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Architectural Coating Roads 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.07

PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5
Architectural Coating Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction
Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10

Yes Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 9.00

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture 
Content %

0.00 Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

0.00

Yes Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction 55.00 PM2.5 
Reduction

55.00 Frequency (per 
day)

2.00

0.00

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 
Reduction

0.00

Mitigation InputYes/No Mitigation Measure Mitigation Input Mitigation Input

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 
Reduction

1.24447E-006 1.24447E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.23787E-006

Fugitive Dust Mitigation

0.00000E+000 1.18645E-006

Welders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19394E-006 1.19394E-006 0.00000E+000

1.20420E-006 1.20420E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19677E-006

Tractors/Loaders/Bac
khoes

0.00000E+000 1.83753E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.11019E-006

Scrapers 0.00000E+000 4.77240E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.21863E-006 1.21863E-006 0.00000E+000

1.58518E-006 1.58518E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.05027E-006

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.03079E-006

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.38292E-006 1.38292E-006 0.00000E+000

1.22869E-006 1.22869E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 9.15836E-007

Paving Equipment 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.19967E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 9.05333E-007 9.05333E-007 0.00000E+000

1.21139E-006 1.21139E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.20896E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.15850E-006

Generator Sets 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.16582E-006 1.16582E-006 0.00000E+000

1.24990E-006 1.24990E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.24219E-006

Forklifts 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.19055E-006

Excavators 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.19807E-006 1.19807E-006 0.00000E+000

1.04442E-006 1.04442E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.04130E-006

Cranes 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

CO2e
Percent Reduction

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OEquipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10
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River West-Madera Master Plan

Total Acreage: 795 Trips 55.65
Park Host Facility 1 modeled as SFR Trips 9.56

Total 65.21
Parking: 120 Plus horse trailers

URBEMIS2007 Ver 9.2.4.  Results in IS/MND

Construction Results
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CO2

Tons/Year MTCO2e
2013 0.014 0.9 0.57 0 0.6 0.16 101.7 92

Acreage Disturbed 42.64

Schedule in IS/MND Compare for Lost Lake

Grading 6/3/2013 8/16/2013 2.5 months 1.5 rate__month 4

Asphalt 8/5/2013 9/27/2013 2 months 13 rate__month 26

Operation
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2 CO2

Tons/Year MTCO2e
Single Family 0.01 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.01 0.00 14.18 13
State Park 0.99 0.12 0.82 0.00 0.06 0.01 70.20 64
Total 1.00 0.14 0.99 0.00 0.07 0.01 84.38 77



Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Operational Summary 



OPERATIONAL WORKSHEET - Criteria Air Pollutants

EXISTING (2013 Emission Rates) - For Baseline

ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

Category tons/yr
Campsites 15.71 0.18 17.33 0.03 2.37 2.35
Area 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mobile 2.59 11.62 32.12 0.05 3.43 1.10
Waste 0.00 0.00
Water 0.00 0.00
Total 18.31 11.80 49.49 0.08 5.80 3.45

EXISTING (2020 Emission Rates) - For Criteria Air Pollutant Comparison 

ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

Category tons/yr
Campsites 15.71 0.18 17.33 0.03 2.37 2.35
Area 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mobile 1.33 5.49 17.29 0.05 3.26 0.94
Waste 0.00 0.00
Water 0.00 0.00
Total 17.04 5.67 34.66 0.08 5.63 3.29



Project - Adjusted for Scoping Plan Reductions (2020)

ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

Category tons/yr
Campsite 40.12 0.46 44.26 0.07 6.06 6.00
Area 0.25 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mobile 5.46 22.60 71.23 0.21 13.41 3.85
Waste 0.00 0.00
Water 0.00 0.00
Total 45.83 23.11 115.56 0.28 19.48 9.86

Correction for Energy ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

City Park Unmitigated
City Park Mitigated

Correction for Natural Gas ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

City Park Unmitigated 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
City Park Mitigated 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total Correction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Change from Existing (Existing 2020 to Project 2020) - for Criteria Air Pollutants

ROG NOx CO SO2
PM10 
Total

PM2.5 
Total

Category tons/yr
Campsites 24.41 0.28 26.92 0.04 3.69 3.65
Area 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mobile 4.13 17.12 53.94 0.16 10.16 2.92
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 28.79 17.44 80.90 0.20 13.85 6.57



OPERATIONAL WORKSHEET - Greenhouse Gas Emissions

EXISTING (2013 Emission Rates) - For Baseline

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e %
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Campsites 212 212 212 4%
Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Energy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Mobile 0 4,375 4,375 0 0 4,379 92%
Waste 69 0 69 4 0 154 3%
Water 0 41 41 0 0 41 1%
Construction*
Total 280 4,416 4,697 4 0 4,786 100%

Project - Business as Usual (for GHG only)

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e %
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Campsite 540 540 540 2%
Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Energy 0 243 243 0 0 244 1%
Mobile 0 21,374 21,374 2 0 21,412 94%
Waste 112 0 112 7 0 251 1%
Water 1 211 212 0 0 215 1%
Construction* 0 52 52 0 0 52 0%
Total 653 21,829 22,482 9 0 22,663 100%

Amortized over 30 years



Project - Adjusted for Scoping Plan Reductions (2020)

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e %
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Campsite 540 540 540 3%
Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Energy 0 211 215 0 0 216 1%
Mobile 0 15,444 15,444 0 0 15,453 92%
Waste 112 0 112 7 0 251 2%
Water 1 198 198 0 0 201 1%
Construction* 0 52 52 0 0 52 0%
Total 653 15,905 16,562 7 0 16,714 100%

Amortized over 30 years

Correction for Energy Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
City Park Unmitigated 52 0 0 53
City Park Mitigated 48 0 0 49

4 0 0 4

Correction for Natural Gas Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
City Park Unmitigated 0 20 20 0 0 20
City Park Mitigated 0 15 15 0 0 15

0 5 5 0 0 5
Total Correction 0 5 9 0 0 9



Change from Existing (Existing 2013 to Project Adjusted 2020) - for GHG Emissions

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e % Increase
Category tons/yr
Campsites 329 0 329 0 0 329 155%
Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Energy 0 211 215 0 0 216 NA
Mobile 0 11,068 11,068 0 0 11,074 253%
Waste 43 0 43 3 0 97 63%
Water 1 157 158 0 0 160 389%
Construction 0 52 52 0 0 52 NA
Total 373 11,437 11,813 3 0 11,875 248%

Percent Reduction From BAU (Project BAU to Project 2020)

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e % Reduction from BAU
Category tons/yr
Campsites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Area 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4%
Energy 0 -32 -28 0 0 -28 -12%
Mobile 0 -5,930 -5,930 -1 0 -5,959 -28%
Waste 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Water 0 -13 -14 0 0 -14 -7%
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total 0 -5,976 -5,972 -1 0 -6,001 -26%



Campsites – U.S. EPA 42 Calculations and Assumptions 



Campfire Emissions - Lost Lake Park

Assumptions
2 buddle of wood/pit 32 lbs

0.016 tons

Emission Rates
AP 42. Chapter 1. Table 1.9-1
Source http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/ch01/bgdocs/b01s09.pdf

Biogenic
VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

lbs/ton 229 2.6 252.6 0.4 34.6 34.3 3400
lbs/campsite 4 0.04 4 0.01 1 1 54

Existing - Worst-case day (47 pits) lbs/day 172 2 190 0 26 26 2,557
Project - Worst-case day (80 pits) lbs/day 293 3 323 1 44 44 4,352

Existing (47 Campsites) Biogenic
Days VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

lbs/year
25% occupied winter 182.5 7,857 89 8,667 14 1,187 1,175 116,654
75% occupied summer 182.5 23,571 268 26,000 41 3,561 3,526 349,962
Total lbs/year 31,428 357 34,667 55 4,749 4,701 466,616
Total Tons/year 16 0.2 17 0.0 2 2 233
Annual occupancy rate using this assumption 50% MTCO2e 212
Project (80 Campsites) Biogenic

Days VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2

lbs/year
50% occupied winter 182.5 26,747 304 29,504 47 4,041 4,001 397,120
100% occupied summer 182.5 53,494 607 59,007 93 8,083 8,002 794,240
Total lbs/year 80,242 911 88,511 140 12,124 12,003 1,191,360
Total Tons/year 40 0.5 44 0.1 6 6 596

MTCO2e 540
Annual occupancy rate using this assumption 75%
CalRVc has California stats on occupancy rates
highest rate in California 63.80% in 2005
Source: http://www.rvbusiness.com/2010/03/california-rv-park-occupancy-down-0-6-in-09/

Source: SCAQMD Staff Report - Amendment to Rule 444 for Regulating Beach Bonfires. http://www.aqmd.gov/hb/attachments/2011-2015/2013Jul/2013-Jul5-030.pdf

While Campsites may include other sources of emissions, such as campstoves (propane and butane), campfires are assumed to be the greatest source of emissions associated with 
campgrounds. Consequently, these other minor sources of emissions are nominal in comparison. Other sources of energy use are included in the CalEEMod inventory and include natural gas 
use from the general park facilities.



HOME

FIREWOOD 
PRODUCTS

HOLIDAY 
PRODUCTS

DISTRIBUTION

ABOUT LCFP

CONTACT US

PRODUCT SHEETS

Lost Coast Forest Products Premium Packaged and Bundled 
Firewood

◾ Lost Coast Forest Products offers a complimentary product line including Premium 
Firewood, Kindling and Chiminea Wood and Hardwood.

◾ All of our product is kiln-dried or seasoned and dried at least one year before being 
sold—guaranteed to contain almost no moisture.

◾ We provide uniformly packaged product for easy stacking and handling available in 
wrapped bundles, bags or boxes.

.75 Cubic Foot Premium Seasoned Firewood – Bundled / Bagged / Stretch 
Wrapped
Our .75 Cubic Foot Premium 
Firewood Bundle or Bag offers 
reliable quality, consistently low 
moisture content, and is uniformly 
packaged for easy stacking and 
handling. Premium Kiln-Dried 
Firewood also available in .75 Cubic 
Foot size.

◾ UPC: 6-87035-10275-8

◾ Bundle Size: 16 x 12 x 8

◾ Cube: .75 cu. ft.

◾ Weight: 18 lbs.

◾ Pallet Pattern: 13-12-13-12-10

◾ Pallet Pack: 60

◾ Pallets per Truck: 34

.33 Cubic Foot Premium Seasoned Kindling – Bagged
Our .33 Cubic Foot Premium Kindling Bag takes the time and trouble out of starting a fire. 
Ultra-dry, uniformly split kindling makes starting a fire a snap.

◾ UPC: 6-87035-00033-7

◾ Bundle Size: 12 x 10 x 6

◾ Cube: .33 cu. ft.

◾ Weight: 9 lbs.

◾ Pallet Pattern: 12 x 5

◾ Pallet Pack: 60

◾ Pallets per Truck: 48

.75 Cubic Foot Premium Birch Wood – Bundled / Stretch-Wrapped
Our .75 Cubic Foot Premium Birch Wood can decorate any fireplace. It lights easily, burns 
evenly, and produces a high volume of heat. And like ALL of Lost Coast Forest Product's 
firewood, it is produced exclusively in the United States of America. 

Page 1 of 3Lost Coast Forest Products - Wholesale Packaged Firewood - Bundled and Packaged Fire...

10/31/2013http://lcfp.com/products.html
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CalEEMod Runs – Existing 2013 



tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 0.42
tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 4,686,096,148.21 35,744,440.50

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 0.42
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 0.42

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2013
tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 171,321,480.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

Energy Use - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 11,000.00 1.00

Architectural Coating - 
Vehicle Trips - Trip generation based on parking. Trip length = 19 miles based on avg dis. to Fresno
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Area Coating - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 
Land Use - Existing
Construction Phase - Operational Model Run
Off-road Equipment - operation
Trips and VMT - operation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2013

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Population
City Park 3,933.00 Acre 3,933.00 0.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:31 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_Operation2013
Fresno County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:31 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_Operation2013
Fresno County, Annual

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

68.6597 4,416.339
0

4,484.9986 4.2546 3.4000e-
004

4,574.45163.1560 0.2724 3.4284 0.8464 0.2502 1.0967Total 2.5959 11.6213 32.1578 0.0506

0.0000 40.8856 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.02570.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

68.6597 0.0000 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.87070.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 4,375.383
1

4,375.3831 0.1951 0.0000 4,379.48033.1560 0.2723 3.4282 0.8464 0.2501 1.0966Mobile 2.5919 11.6209 32.1195 0.0506

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Area 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

68.6597 4,416.339
0

4,484.9986 4.2546 3.4000e-
004

4,574.45163.1560 0.2724 3.4284 0.8464 0.2502 1.0967Total 2.5959 11.6213 32.1578 0.0506

0.0000 40.8856 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.02570.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

68.6597 0.0000 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.87070.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 4,375.383
1

4,375.3831 0.1951 0.0000 4,379.48033.1560 0.2723 3.4282 0.8464 0.2501 1.0966Mobile 2.5919 11.6209 32.1195 0.0506

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Area 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.0 Emissions Summary

______,,___----+-------+--_--+----+----+-_-----+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

______, ______ ........................................................... . 
____ ., ___ ----+-------+--_--+----+----+-_-----+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 
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0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.002080 0.001822 0.006555 0.000818 0.001884

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH
0.442241 0.064081 0.163457 0.175542 0.044522 0.007326 0.016846 0.072826

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 1,651.86 1,651.86 1,651.86 8,343,320 8,343,320

Annual VMT
City Park 1,651.86 1,651.86 1651.86 8,343,320 8,343,320

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 4,375.383
1

4,375.3831 0.1951 0.0000 4,379.48033.1560 0.2723 3.4282 0.8464 0.2501 1.0966Unmitigated 2.5919 11.6209 32.1195 0.0506

0.0000 4,375.383
1

4,375.3831 0.1951 0.0000 4,379.48033.1560 0.2723 3.4282 0.8464 0.2501 1.0966Mitigated 2.5919 11.6209 32.1195 0.0506

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

-.........-------+----+-----+----+---+----+----+-----+----+--------t··""""""""" ...................................... . 
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0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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I I I 

I I I 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:31 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_Operation2013
Fresno County, Annual

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Total 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Landscaping 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Total 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Landscaping 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Unmitigated 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

Mitigated 3.9500e-
003

3.7000e-
004

0.0382 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

______ +----+ ___________ ----t··""""""""" ....................................... . 

______ +----+ ___________ ----t·•·························································· 

______ +----+ ___________ ----t···························································· 
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41.0257

Total 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 35.7444 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

41.0257

Total 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 35.7444 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 

I I 

I I 
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Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

153.8707

Total 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

153.8707

Total 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 

I I 

I I 



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
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Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip Implement School Bus Program 0.00

Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00
No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program
No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00
No Commute Workplace Parking Charge
No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00
Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00

No Transit Improvements Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00
No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network
Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00

No Land Use Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25
No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00
No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use Increase Diversity 0.00 0.15

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

Mitigation 
Selected

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:
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No Water Efficient Landscape

No Turf Reduction
No Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10

No Install low-flow Toilet 20.00
No Install low-flow Shower 20.00

No Install low-flow bathroom faucet 32.00
No Install low-flow Kitchen faucet 18.00

No Use Reclaimed Water
No Use Grey Water

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
No Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Fan 50.00
Refrigerator 15.00

ClothWasher 30.00
DishWasher 15.00

No On-site Renewable

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

No Exceed Title 24
No Install High Efficiency Lighting

No % Electric Chainsaw

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No % Electric Lawnmower
No % Electric Leafblower

No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior) 150.00

No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior) 150.00

No No Hearth
No Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value
No Only Natural Gas Hearth
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value



CalEEMod Runs – Existing (with 2020 Emission Rates) 



tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 0.42
tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 4,686,096,148.21 35,744,440.50

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 0.42
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 0.42

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2020
tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 171,321,480.00 0.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

Energy Use - 

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 11,000.00 1.00

Architectural Coating - 
Vehicle Trips - Trip generation based on parking. Trip length = 19 miles based on avg dis. to Fresno
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Area Coating - 

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 
Land Use - Existing
Construction Phase - Operational Model Run
Off-road Equipment - operation
Trips and VMT - operation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Population
City Park 3,933.00 Acre 3,933.00 0.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:28 AM
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1.0 Project Characteristics
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

68.6597 3,790.318
7

3,858.9784 4.1683 3.4000e-
004

3,946.61843.1619 0.0949 3.2568 0.8485 0.0874 0.9359Total 1.3287 5.4878 17.3292 0.0517

0.0000 40.8856 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.02570.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

68.6597 0.0000 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.87070.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 3,749.362
9

3,749.3629 0.1088 0.0000 3,751.64773.1619 0.0947 3.2566 0.8485 0.0872 0.9358Mobile 1.3253 5.4874 17.2928 0.0517

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Area 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

68.6597 3,790.318
7

3,858.9784 4.1683 3.4000e-
004

3,946.61843.1619 0.0949 3.2568 0.8485 0.0874 0.9359Total 1.3287 5.4878 17.3292 0.0517

0.0000 40.8856 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.02570.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

68.6597 0.0000 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.87070.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 3,749.362
9

3,749.3629 0.1088 0.0000 3,751.64773.1619 0.0947 3.2566 0.8485 0.0872 0.9358Mobile 1.3253 5.4874 17.2928 0.0517

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Area 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.0 Emissions Summary

1-------------i---+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

---------.--------·························································· 

1-------------ii-----+----+----+-_--+----+----+_-----+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

-------......----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

---------.------·····································...l.··················· 

1-------------ii-----+----+----+-_--+----+----+_-----+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

-------......----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

---------.------···························································· 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:28 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationExisting2020emissionrates
Fresno County, Annual

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.002066 0.001762 0.006633 0.000756 0.001865

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH
0.437499 0.063819 0.163172 0.170048 0.042873 0.007078 0.019723 0.082707

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 1,651.86 1,651.86 1,651.86 8,343,320 8,343,320

Annual VMT
City Park 1,651.86 1,651.86 1651.86 8,343,320 8,343,320

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 3,749.362
9

3,749.3629 0.1088 0.0000 3,751.64773.1619 0.0947 3.2566 0.8485 0.0872 0.9358Unmitigated 1.3253 5.4874 17.2928 0.0517

0.0000 3,749.362
9

3,749.3629 0.1088 0.0000 3,751.64773.1619 0.0947 3.2566 0.8485 0.0872 0.9358Mitigated 1.3253 5.4874 17.2928 0.0517

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

-.........-------+----+-----+----+---+----+----+-----+----+--------t··""""""""" ...................................... . 
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0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2OSO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000City Park 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

I I I 

I I I 

I I I 
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0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Total 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Landscaping 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Total 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Landscaping 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

0.0000 0.0703 0.0703 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07421.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Mitigated 3.4200e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0364 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

______ +----+ ___________ ----t··""""""""" ....................................... . 

______ +----+ ___________ ----t·•·························································· 

______ +----+ ___________ ----t···························································· 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

.. 

.. 

I 
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41.0257

Total 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 35.7444 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

41.0257

Total 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 35.7444 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 40.8856 1.6500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

41.0257

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 

I I 

I I 



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:28 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationExisting2020emissionrates
Fresno County, Annual

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

153.8707

Total 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

153.8707

Total 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Unmitigated 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Mitigated 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000 153.8707

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 

I I 

I I 

I I 



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Date: 11/26/2013 11:29 AM
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Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip Implement School Bus Program 0.00

Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00
No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program
No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00
No Commute Workplace Parking Charge
No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00
Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00

No Transit Improvements Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00
No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network
Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00

No Land Use Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25
No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00
No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use Increase Diversity 0.00 0.15

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

Mitigation 
Selected

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+--················································ ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 

1------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·· ................................................ .............................. .. 
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1------+--------+-----------+-------,1--------t·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·················································· ............................... . 

1------+--------+-----------+----------lf-------+·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t••················································ ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+--················································ ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 

1------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t·················································· ............................... . 

1------+--------+-----------+----------ll--------t·················································· ............................... . 

l------+--------+-----------+----------11--------t••················································ ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+--················································ ............................... . 

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 
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No Water Efficient Landscape

No Turf Reduction
No Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10

No Install low-flow Toilet 20.00
No Install low-flow Shower 20.00

No Install low-flow bathroom faucet 32.00
No Install low-flow Kitchen faucet 18.00

No Use Reclaimed Water
No Use Grey Water

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
No Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Fan 50.00
Refrigerator 15.00

ClothWasher 30.00
DishWasher 15.00

No On-site Renewable

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

No Exceed Title 24
No Install High Efficiency Lighting

No % Electric Chainsaw

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No % Electric Lawnmower
No % Electric Leafblower

No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior) 150.00

No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior) 150.00

No No Hearth
No Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value
No Only Natural Gas Hearth
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value



CalEEMod Runs – Project Business as Usual (BAU) 



Water And Wastewater - Default since septic or treated water could be used.

Vehicle Trips - Changed raquet club defaults to match City Park since it is more representative of a state park. Trip length = 19 miles based on avg dis. to 
FresnoVechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Area Coating - 
Energy Use - Electricity for motorhomes calculated separately using Historic CalEEMod default rates for both BAU and Adjusted

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 
Land Use - Park facilities SQFT modeled as Raquet Club.
Construction Phase - Operational Model Run
Off-road Equipment - operation
Trips and VMT - operation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2005

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Racquet Club 37.50 1000sqft 0.86 37,500.00 0

Population
City Park 3,933.00 Acre 3,933.00 16,000.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:34 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationBAU
Fresno County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 4,686,096,148.21 179,913,683.85

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 1.73
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 1.73
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 1.73
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00

tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 9.00 6.00
tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 52.00 66.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 11.50 33.00
tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 39.00 28.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CC_TTP 69.50 48.00

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 4.00 0.00
tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2005

tblEnergyUse T24NG 0.00 19.93
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 171,321,480.00 16,000.00

tblEnergyUse NT24NG 0.00 3.84
tblEnergyUse T24E 0.00 2.52

tblEnergyUse LightingElect 0.00 3.35
tblEnergyUse NT24E 0.00 4.16

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialInteriorVal
ue

250 150
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 11,000.00 1.00

tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialInterior
Value

250 150
tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintResidentialExteriorVa

lue
250 150

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblAreaMitigation UseLowVOCPaintNonresidentialExterio

rValue
250 150
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

112.7526 21,828.58
71

21,941.339
7

8.5404 6.1600e-
003

22,122.600
1

11.8149 4.2481 16.0630 3.5081 4.2481 7.7562Total 23.7288 120.1755 268.2711 0.9250

0.7036 211.2676 211.9713 0.0808 3.4600e-
003

214.74080.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

112.0490 0.0000 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.10900.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 21,374.01
88

21,374.018
8

1.8291 0.0000 21,412.428
8

11.8149 4.2432 16.0581 3.5081 4.2432 7.7513Mobile 23.4450 120.1126 268.1723 0.9246

0.0000 243.2297 243.2297 8.3600e-
003

2.7000e-
003

244.24374.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

Energy 6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Area 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

112.7526 21,828.58
71

21,941.339
7

8.5404 6.1700e-
003

22,122.601
2

11.8149 4.2481 16.0630 3.5081 4.2481 7.7562Total 23.7288 120.1755 268.2711 0.9250

0.7036 211.2676 211.9713 0.0808 3.4700e-
003

214.74190.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

112.0490 0.0000 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.10900.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 21,374.01
88

21,374.018
8

1.8291 0.0000 21,412.428
8

11.8149 4.2432 16.0581 3.5081 4.2432 7.7513Mobile 23.4450 120.1126 268.1723 0.9246

0.0000 243.2297 243.2297 8.3600e-
003

2.7000e-
003

244.24374.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

Energy 6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Area 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.0 Emissions Summary

----fr-----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

_______,,___----+-------+--_--+----+----+-_------+-------+···················· ....................................... . 

----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

_______,,___----+-------+--_--+----+----+-_------+-------+···················· ....................................... . 

----+----+----+----+----+----+------+-------+-···················· ....................................... . 

____ ., ___ ----+-------+--_--+----+----+-_------+-------+···················· ....................................... . 
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0.0000 67.8625 67.8625 1.3000e-
003

1.2400e-
003

68.27554.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 67.8625 67.8625 1.3000e-
003

1.2400e-
003

68.27554.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524 3.7000e-
004

0.0000 175.3672 175.3672 7.0600e-
003

1.4600e-
003

175.96820.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 175.3672 175.3672 7.0600e-
003

1.4600e-
003

175.96820.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Electricity Mitigated

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.001247 0.001503 0.007826 0.001672 0.002331

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH
0.416085 0.101970 0.201335 0.116997 0.021820 0.007923 0.018483 0.100808

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

48.00 19.00 66 28 6
Racquet Club 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 6,804.09 6,804.09 6,804.09 34,366,533 34,366,533
Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT
City Park 6,804.09 6,804.09 6804.09 34,366,533 34,366,533

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 21,374.01
88

21,374.018
8

1.8291 0.0000 21,412.428
8

11.8149 4.2432 16.0581 3.5081 4.2432 7.7513Unmitigated 23.4450 120.1126 268.1723 0.9246

0.0000 21,374.01
88

21,374.018
8

1.8291 0.0000 21,412.428
8

11.8149 4.2432 16.0581 3.5081 4.2432 7.7513Mitigated 23.4450 120.1126 268.1723 0.9246

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

-------------........................................................ . 

-------,....---........-------------,....--------------------------,---------,....-1 I 
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175.9682Total 175.3672 7.0600e-
003

1.4600e-
003

52.6260

Racquet Club 376125 122.9210 4.9500e-
003

1.0200e-
003

123.3422

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 160480 52.4463 2.1100e-
003

4.4000e-
004

68.2755

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 67.8625 67.8625 1.3000e-
003

1.2400e-
003

3.7000e-
004

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

20.2953 3.9000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

20.4188

Total 6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 20.2953

47.8567

City Park 380320 2.0500e-
003

0.0186 0.0157 1.1000e-
004

1.4200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

0.0000 47.5672 47.5672 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

2.6000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Racquet Club 891375 4.8100e-
003

0.0437 0.0367

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

68.2755

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 67.8625 67.8625 1.3000e-
003

1.2400e-
003

3.7000e-
004

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

4.7400e-
003

47.5672 9.1000e-
004

8.7000e-
004

47.8567

Total 6.8600e-
003

0.0623 0.0524

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

3.3200e-
003

0.0000 47.5672

20.4188

Racquet Club 891375 4.8100e-
003

0.0437 0.0367 2.6000e-
004

3.3200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 20.2953 20.2953 3.9000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

City Park 380320 2.0500e-
003

0.0186 0.0157

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

-------------+----i-···""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 
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0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Total 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Landscaping 6.0000e-
003

5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.2089

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0620

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Mitigated 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

175.9682

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Total 175.3672 7.0600e-
003

1.4600e-
003

52.6260

Racquet Club 376125 122.9210 4.9500e-
003

1.0200e-
003

123.3422

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 160480 52.4463 2.1100e-
003

4.4000e-
004

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

1------....;;,---,-f----f---➔---➔----+---+----+----+----+----+----+----+------I··""""""""" ....................................... . 
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214.7419Total 211.9713 0.0808 3.4600e-
003

206.4960

Racquet Club 2.21787 / 
1.35934

6.1805 0.0725 1.7500e-
003

8.2459

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 179.914 205.7908 8.2800e-
003

1.7100e-
003

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 211.9713 0.0808 3.4700e-
003

214.7419

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 211.9713 0.0808 3.4600e-
003

214.7408

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Total 0.2769 5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 3.3000e-
004

0.0000 0.07791.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

Landscaping 6.0000e-
003

5.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.2089

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0620

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

._--------iif---f-f----f----+----+----+---+----+----+----+----+----+----f------1-------------------- -------------------- --------------------
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251.1090Total 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000

153.8707

Racquet Club 213.75 43.3893 2.5642 0.0000 97.2383

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Mitigated 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.1090

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.1090

214.7408

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Total 211.9713 0.0808 3.4600e-
003

206.4960

Racquet Club 2.21787 / 
1.35934

6.1805 0.0725 1.7500e-
003

8.2448

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 179.914 205.7908 8.2800e-
003

1.7100e-
003

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 

I I 
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Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

251.1090

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year

Total 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000

153.8707

Racquet Club 213.75 43.3893 2.5642 0.0000 97.2383

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Date: 11/26/2013 11:37 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationBAU
Fresno County, Mitigation Report
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Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip Implement School Bus Program 0.00

Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00
No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program
No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00
No Commute Workplace Parking Charge
No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00
Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00

No Transit Improvements Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00
No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network
Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00

No Land Use Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25
No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00
No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use Increase Diversity -0.01 0.13

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

Mitigation 
Selected

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:
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No Water Efficient Landscape

No Turf Reduction
No Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10

No Install low-flow Toilet 20.00
No Install low-flow Shower 20.00

No Install low-flow bathroom faucet 32.00
No Install low-flow Kitchen faucet 18.00

No Use Reclaimed Water
No Use Grey Water

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
No Apply Water Conservation on Strategy

Fan 50.00
Refrigerator 15.00

ClothWasher 30.00
DishWasher 15.00

No On-site Renewable

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement

No Exceed Title 24
No Install High Efficiency Lighting

No % Electric Chainsaw

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2

No % Electric Lawnmower
No % Electric Leafblower

No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior) 150.00

No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior) 150.00

No No Hearth
No Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies

Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value
No Only Natural Gas Hearth
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value



CalEEMod Runs – Project Adjusted Inventory (with State and 
Federal Measures) 



Water And Wastewater - 
Energy Mitigation - 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards are 30% more energy Efficient for Non-residential buildings. State facilities must be 
LEEDWater Mitigation - Accounts for CALGreen and Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance Requirements for water efficiency

Vehicle Trips - Changed raquet club defaults to match City Park since it is more representative of a state park. Trip length = 19 miles based on avg dis. to 
FresnoVechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Vechicle Emission Factors - 
Area Coating - 
Energy Use - Campers modeled as 2005 Standards (so that reductions not accounted for)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - 
Land Use - Park facilities SQFT modeled as Raquet Club.
Construction Phase - Operational Model Run
Off-road Equipment - operation
Trips and VMT - operation

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

720.49 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company San Diego Gas & Electric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Racquet Club 37.50 1000sqft 0.86 37,500.00 0

Population
City Park 3,933.00 Acre 3,933.00 16,000.00 0

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 11/26/2013 11:43 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationProjectAdjusted
Fresno County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
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tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 32.93 0.00
tblWater OutdoorWaterUseRate 4,686,096,148.21 179,913,683.85

tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 26.73 0.00
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 1.59 1.73

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 20.87 0.00
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.59 1.73

tblVehicleTrips PR_TP 52.00 66.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 1.59 1.73

tblVehicleTrips DV_TP 39.00 28.00
tblVehicleTrips PB_TP 9.00 6.00

tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CW_TTP 11.50 33.00

tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CW_TL 9.50 19.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TTP 69.50 48.00
tblVehicleTrips CNW_TL 7.30 19.00

tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00
tblVehicleTrips CC_TL 7.30 19.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2020
tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 4.00 0.00

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 171,321,480.00 16,000.00
tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblEnergyUse T24E 0.00 2.52
tblEnergyUse T24NG 0.00 19.93

tblEnergyUse NT24E 0.00 4.16
tblEnergyUse NT24NG 0.00 3.84

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 11,000.00 1.00
tblEnergyUse LightingElect 0.00 3.35

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
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0.12 0.26 0.26 0.22 14.03 0.260.00 0.28 0.01 0.00 0.31 0.03

NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.03 0.06 0.02 0.04

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

112.6119 15,847.77
99

15,960.391
8

7.1433 5.2100e-
003

16,112.015
4

13.0241 0.3936 13.4177 3.4951 0.3628 3.8580Total 5.7132 22.6474 71.3036 0.2131

0.5629 197.8352 198.3981 0.0658 3.0100e-
003

200.71240.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

112.0490 0.0000 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.10900.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 15,443.80
41

15,443.804
1

0.4482 0.0000 15,453.215
7

13.0241 0.3901 13.4142 3.4951 0.3593 3.8545Mobile 5.4588 22.6030 71.2299 0.2128

0.0000 206.0697 206.0697 7.2800e-
003

2.2000e-
003

206.90343.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

Energy 4.8500e-
003

0.0441 0.0370 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Area 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

112.7526 15,889.81
57

16,002.568
3

7.1591 6.0600e-
003

16,154.788
4

13.0241 0.3947 13.4188 3.4951 0.3639 3.8591Total 5.7148 22.6620 71.3158 0.2132

0.7036 211.2676 211.9713 0.0808 3.4700e-
003

214.74190.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Water

112.0490 0.0000 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.10900.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Waste

0.0000 15,443.80
41

15,443.804
1

0.4482 0.0000 15,453.215
7

13.0241 0.3901 13.4142 3.4951 0.3593 3.8545Mobile 5.4588 22.6030 71.2299 0.2128

0.0000 234.6729 234.6729 8.1000e-
003

2.5900e-
003

235.64694.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

Energy 6.4500e-
003

0.0586 0.0493 3.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Area 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

2.0 Emissions Summary

____ ., ___ -----+-------+-_--+----+----+-_-----+---------···················· ....................................... . 

______.i------+------+--------+------+----------+------+--··""""""""" ....................................... . 

1-------------<;------+------+----_---+------+----_-----+------+--···················· ....................................... . 

______.,___-----+-------+-_--+----+----+-_-----+---------.. ,, ....................................................... . 

______.i------+------+--------+------+----------+------+--···················· ....................................... . 

1-------------<;------+------+----_---+------+----_-----+------+--···················· ....................................... . 

______.,___-----+-------+-_--+----+----+-_-----+---------.. ,, ....................................................... . 

~;------+------+----_---+------+----_-----+------+--···················· ....................................... . 
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63.8402 63.8402 1.2200e-
003

1.1700e-
003

64.22874.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

0.0000

9.2000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

48.2690

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

6.4500e-
003

0.0586 0.0493 3.5000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

0.0000 47.9771 47.9771

171.4182

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

4.8500e-
003

0.0441 0.0370 2.6000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 170.8328 170.8328 6.8800e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

158.0926 158.0926 6.3600e-
003

1.3200e-
003

158.6344

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity Mitigated

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

4.4 Fleet Mix
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

ROG NOx CO SO2

0.002066 0.001762 0.006633 0.000756 0.001865

5.0 Energy Detail

SBUS MH
0.437499 0.063819 0.163172 0.170048 0.042873 0.007078 0.019723 0.082707

LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY

48.00 19.00 66 28 6

LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

48.00 19.00 66 28 6
Racquet Club 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park 19.00 19.00 19.00 33.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-

W

Total 6,804.09 6,804.09 6,804.09 34,366,533 34,366,533
Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual VMT
City Park 6,804.09 6,804.09 6804.09 34,366,533 34,366,533

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT

0.0000 15,443.80
41

15,443.804
1

0.4482 0.0000 15,453.215
7

13.0241 0.3901 13.4142 3.4951 0.3593 3.8545Unmitigated 5.4588 22.6030 71.2299 0.2128

0.0000 15,443.80
41

15,443.804
1

0.4482 0.0000 15,453.215
7

13.0241 0.3901 13.4142 3.4951 0.3593 3.8545Mitigated 5.4588 22.6030 71.2299 0.2128

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

---------+------+----------~---+----+----+----t··""""""""" ...................................... . 
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171.4182Total 170.8328 6.8800e-
003

1.4300e-
003

52.6260

Racquet Club 362250 118.3865 4.7700e-
003

9.9000e-
004

118.7922

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 160480 52.4463 2.1100e-
003

4.4000e-
004

48.2690

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

3.3500e-
003

0.0000 47.9771 47.9771 9.2000e-
004

8.8000e-
004

2.6000e-
004

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

3.3500e-
003

15.1903 2.9000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

15.2828

Total 4.8400e-
003

0.0441 0.0370

1.0600e-
003

1.0600e-
003

1.0600e-
003

0.0000 15.1903

32.9863

City Park 284656 1.5300e-
003

0.0140 0.0117 8.0000e-
005

1.0600e-
003

2.2900e-
003

0.0000 32.7867 32.7867 6.3000e-
004

6.0000e-
004

1.8000e-
004

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

2.2900e-
003

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Racquet Club 614400 3.3100e-
003

0.0301 0.0253

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2eFugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

64.2287

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2

4.4600e-
003

0.0000 63.8402 63.8402 1.2200e-
003

1.1700e-
003

3.5000e-
004

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

4.4600e-
003

43.5449 8.3000e-
004

8.0000e-
004

43.8099

Total 6.4500e-
003

0.0586 0.0493

3.0400e-
003

3.0400e-
003

3.0400e-
003

0.0000 43.5449

20.4188

Racquet Club 816000 4.4000e-
003

0.0400 0.0336 2.4000e-
004

3.0400e-
003

1.4200e-
003

0.0000 20.2953 20.2953 3.9000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

1.1000e-
004

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

1.4200e-
003

City Park 380320 2.0500e-
003

0.0186 0.0157

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

---------------------------i'··· ............................................................................ . 
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0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Total 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Landscaping 3.4500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.2089

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0372

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Unmitigated 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Mitigated 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

158.6344

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Total 158.0926 6.3600e-
003

1.3100e-
003

48.6594

Racquet Club 335363 109.5994 4.4100e-
003

9.1000e-
004

109.9750

Land Use kWh/yr t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 148384 48.4932 1.9500e-
003

4.0000e-
004

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

-----•---+----+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+---+-------i··""""""""" ....................................... . 

I 
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214.7419Total 211.9713 0.0808 3.4600e-
003

206.4960

Racquet Club 2.21787 / 
1.35934

6.1805 0.0725 1.7500e-
003

8.2459

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 179.914 205.7908 8.2800e-
003

1.7100e-
003

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Unmitigated 211.9713 0.0808 3.4700e-
003

214.7419

Category t
o
n

MT/yr

Mitigated 198.3981 0.0658 3.0100e-
003

200.7124

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Install Low Flow Bathroom Faucet
Install Low Flow Kitchen Faucet
Install Low Flow Toilet
Install Low Flow Shower

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Total 0.2496 3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

0.0000 0.0710 0.0710 1.9000e-
004

0.0000 0.07491.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

1.3000e-
004

Landscaping 3.4500e-
003

3.4000e-
004

0.0367 0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.2089

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0372

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

---------------·· ...................................... ! .................. .. 
_-----i_--+---_+----+ _______ +----+----+--------l···················· ....................................... . 
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251.1090Total 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000

153.8707

Racquet Club 213.75 43.3893 2.5642 0.0000 97.2383

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

 Mitigated 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.1090

t
o
n

MT/yr

 Unmitigated 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000 251.1090

200.7124

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Total 198.3981 0.0658 3.0100e-
003

193.8998

Racquet Club 1.77429 / 
1.27642

5.1605 0.0580 1.4000e-
003

6.8127

Land Use Mgal t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 0 / 168.939 193.2376 7.7800e-
003

1.6100e-
003

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

I I 
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Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Vegetation

251.1090

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year

Total 112.0490 6.6219 0.0000

153.8707

Racquet Club 213.75 43.3893 2.5642 0.0000 97.2383

Land Use tons t
o
n

MT/yr

City Park 338.24 68.6597 4.0577 0.0000

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

6.53

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 20.00 6.36 6.40 18.57 13.01

24.85 24.59 24.79 24.85

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Natural Gas 24.96 24.85 24.85 25.71 24.89 24.89 0.00 24.85

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.46 7.56 8.39 7.46

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.46

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction

Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Date: 11/26/2013 11:45 AM

SJRPMasterPlan_OperationProjectAdjusted
Fresno County, Mitigation Report
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Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip Implement School Bus Program 0.00

Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00
No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program
No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00
No Commute Workplace Parking Charge
No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00
Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00

No Transit Improvements Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00
No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network
Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00

No Land Use Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25
No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00
No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use Increase Diversity -0.01 0.13

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

Mitigation 
Selected

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:

-------------+-----------+----------1,--------+·················································· ............................... . 
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APPENDIX E.1 SOILS IN THE PLAN AREA 
 
 SOIL TYPE, TEXTURE, DRAINAGE CLASSIFICATION, HYDRIC SOIL STATUS, AND ACREAGE FOR 89 SOIL 
TYPES OCCURRING WITHIN THE PLAN AREA  

Soil 
Symbol Soil Name Soil Texture 

Drainage 
Classification Hydric Acreage 

Fresno County 

AeF Ahwahnee very rocky coarse sandy loam, 
willow, 30 to 70 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 0.5 

AvD Auberry very rocky coarse sandy loam, 3 to 
30 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 6.2 

AvF Auberry very rocky coarse sandy loam, 45 
to 70 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 14.8 

Canal Canal NA NA No 0.7 

CzF Colluvial land NA NA No 6.3 

DAM Dams NA NA No 5.5 

DhB Delhi loamy sand, 3 to 9 percent slopes Loamy sand  No 1.4 

Dm Dello loamy sand Loamy sand Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 17.9 

Ex Exeter loam Loam  Well drained Yes 6.4 

FdF Fallbrook very rocky sandy loam, willow, 30 
to 70 percent slopes 

Very rocky sandy 
loam Well drained No 12.1 

FyD Friant fine sandy loam, 9 to 30 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained No 10.4 

FyE Friant fine sandy loam, 30 to 45 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained No 10.7 

Ga Grangeville sandy loam Sandy loam Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 346.4 

Gd Grangeville sandy loam, saline alkali Sandy loam Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 4.9 

Ge Grangeville sandy loam, sandy substratum Sandy 
loam/sandy 

Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 26.8 

Gf Grangeville fine sandy loam Fine sandy loam Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 1434.3 

Gg Grangeville fine sandy loam, saline alkali Fine sandy loam Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 301.2 

Gl Grangeville fine sandy loam, gravelly 
substratum 

Fine sandy 
loam/gravel 

Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 44.9 
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 SOIL TYPE, TEXTURE, DRAINAGE CLASSIFICATION, HYDRIC SOIL STATUS, AND ACREAGE FOR 89 SOIL 
TYPES OCCURRING WITHIN THE PLAN AREA  

Soil 
Symbol Soil Name Soil Texture 

Drainage 
Classification Hydric Acreage 

Gp Grangveville soils, channeled Sandy loam Somewhat poorly 
drained Yes 204.0 

GrF Granitic rock land Bedrock  Excessively 
drained No 2.1 

GtA Greenfield sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent 
slopes Sandy loam Well drained No 72.3 

GtB Greenville sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent 
slopes Sandy loam Well drained No 25.3 

Ha Hanford coarse sandy loam Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained No 69.2 

Hc Hanford sandy loam Sandy loam Well drained No 520.9 

Hd Hanford sandy loam, benches Sandy loam Well drained No 38.5 

He Hanford sandy loam, gravelly substratum Sandy 
loam/gravel Well drained No 373.9 

Hg Hanford sandy loam, silty substratum Sandy loam/silty Well drained No 1.8 

Hl Hanford gravelly sandy loam Gravelly sandy 
loam Well drained No 268.6 

Hm Hanford fine sandy loam Fine sandy loam Well drained Yes 441.6 

Hn Hanford fine sandy loam, gravelly 
substratum 

Fine sandy 
loam/gravelly Well drained No 2.1 

Ho Hanford fine sandy loam, silty substratum Fine sandy 
loam/silty Well drained No 39.4 

Hr Hanford fine sandy loam, hard substratum Fine sandy 
loam/hard Well drained No 6.0 

Hsd Hesperia sandy loam Sandy loam Well drained No 27.9 

Hsr Hesperia fine sandy loam Fine sandy loam Well drained No 87.3 

Hst Hesperia fine sandy loam moderately deep Fine sandy loam Well drained No 132.4 

Ml Merced clay, moderately saline Clay Very poorly drained Yes 100.2 

Pk Pits NA NA Yes 262.0 

PmD Pollasky sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent 
slopes Sandy loam Well drained No 3.5 
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 SOIL TYPE, TEXTURE, DRAINAGE CLASSIFICATION, HYDRIC SOIL STATUS, AND ACREAGE FOR 89 SOIL 
TYPES OCCURRING WITHIN THE PLAN AREA  

Soil 
Symbol Soil Name Soil Texture 

Drainage 
Classification Hydric Acreage 

PnB Pollasky fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained No 2.3 

PnC Pollasky fine sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained No 8.5 

PpC Pollasky-Rocklin sandy loams, 3 to 15 
percent Sandy loam Well drained No 0.4 

Rh Riverwash Cobbles, stones, 
boulders 

Excessively 
drained Yes 279.3 

RkB Rocklin sandy loam, 3 to 9 percent slopes Sandy loam  No <0.1 

SgA San Joaquin loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes Loam Moderately well 
drained Yes <0.1 

ThF Terrace escarpments NA NA No 189.0 

TxE Trimmer loam, 30 to 45 percent slopes Loam Well drained No 1.1 

TzbA Tujunga loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes Loamy sand Somewhat 
excessively drained Yes 61.4 

TzbB Tujunga loamy sand, 3 to 9 percent slopes Loamy sand Somewhat 
excessively drained Yes 5.2 

TzcA Tujunga loamy sand, gravelly substratum, 0 
to 3 percent slopes 

Loamy 
sand/gravel 

Somewhat 
excessively drained No 37.3 

TzdA Tujunga cobbly loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent 
slopes 

Cobbly loamy 
sand 

Somewhat 
excessively drained No 122.2 

TzeB Tujunga soils, channeled, 0 to 9 percent 
slopes Gravelly sand Somewhat 

excessively drained Yes 650.9 

VfD Vista coarse sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent 
slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained No 0.1 

VgB Vista coarse sandy loam, willow, 3 to 9 
percent slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained Yes 1.0 

VgD Vista coarse sandy loam, willow, 9 to 30 
percent slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained No 6.8 

VlD Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, willow, 
3 to 30 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam 

Somewhat 
excessively drained No 1.1 

VlF Vista very rocky coarse sandy loam, willow, 
30 to 70 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam 

Somewhat 
excessively drained No 6.4 
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 SOIL TYPE, TEXTURE, DRAINAGE CLASSIFICATION, HYDRIC SOIL STATUS, AND ACREAGE FOR 89 SOIL 
TYPES OCCURRING WITHIN THE PLAN AREA  

Soil 
Symbol Soil Name Soil Texture 

Drainage 
Classification Hydric Acreage 

VnD Vista-Fallbrook coarse sandy loams, 9 to 30 
percent slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam 

Somewhat 
excessively 
drained/ well 
drained 

No 1.5 

VoD Vista-Fallbrook very rocky coarse sandy 
loams, 3 to 30 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam 

Somewhat 
excessively 
drained/ well 
drained 

No 10.6 

W Water NA NA Yes 2187.6 

Madera County 

AeD Ahwahnee and Vista rocky coarse sandy 
loams, 8 to 30 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 51.6 

AeE Ahwahnee and Vista rocky coarse sandy 
loams, 30 to 45 percent slopes 

Rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 34.0 

ArF Ahwahnee and Vista very rocky coarse 
sandy loams, 30 to 75 percent slopes 

Very rocky coarse 
sandy loam Well drained No 39.2 

CaA Cajon loamy sand, 0 to 1 percent slopes Loamy sand Somewhat 
excessively drained No 347.1 

DcE Daulton rocky fine sandy loam, 30 to 75 
percent slopes 

Rocky fine sandy 
loam Well drained No 53.5 

GaA Grangeville fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Somewhat poorly 

drained Yes 165.1 

GbA Grangeville fine sandy loam, slightly saline-
alkali, 0 to 1 percent slopes Fine sandy loam Somewhat poorly 

drained Yes 113.8 

Gp Gravel pits 
Very to extremely 
coarse gravelly 
sand 

NA No 29.3 

GrA Greenfield coarse sandy loam, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained No 24.3 

GrB Greenfield coarse sandy loam, 3 to 8 
percent slopes 

Coarse sandy 
loam Well drained No 22.5 

HaA Hanford fine loamy sand Fine sandy loam Well drained No 269.2 

HdA 
Hanford (ripperdan) fine sandy loam, 
moderately deep and deep over silt, 0 to 3 
percent slopes 

Fine sandy 
loam/silt Well drained No 27.1 

HeB Hanford gravelly sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent 
slopes 

Gravelly sandy 
loam Well drained No 119.8 
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 SOIL TYPE, TEXTURE, DRAINAGE CLASSIFICATION, HYDRIC SOIL STATUS, AND ACREAGE FOR 89 SOIL 
TYPES OCCURRING WITHIN THE PLAN AREA  

Soil 
Symbol Soil Name Soil Texture 

Drainage 
Classification Hydric Acreage 

HfA Hanford sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes Sandy loam Well drained No 31.4 

HsD Hornitos gravelly sandy loam, 8 to 30 
percent slopes 

Gravelly sandy 
loam Well drained Yes 11.2 

HvD Hornitos very rocky sandy loam, 8 to 30 
percent slopes 

Rocky sandy 
loam Well drained Yes 3.4 

RaA Ramona sandy loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes Sandy loam Well drained Yes 9.9 

Rh Riverwash Cobbles, stones, 
boulders 

Excessively 
drained Yes 170.7 

SaA San Joaquin sandy loams, 0 to 3 percent 
slopes Sandy loam Moderately well 

drained Yes 10.3 

Tf Terrace escarpments NA NA No 198.8 

TwA Tujunga loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes Loamy sand Somewhat 
excessively drained No 305.0 

TwB Tujunga loamy sand, 3 to 8 percent slopes Loamy sand Somewhat 
excessively drained Yes 85.4 

TxA Tujunga loamy sand, moderately deep and 
deep over hardpan, 0 to 3 percent slopes 

Loamy 
sand/hardpan 

Somewhat 
excessively drained Yes 9.8 

TzB Tujunga and Hanford soils, channeled, 0 to 
8 percent slopes 

Loamy sand/ 
sandy loam 

Somewhat 
excessively 
drained/ well 
drained 

No 672.3 

VaA Visalia fine sandy loam, 0 to 1 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained Yes 24.6 

W Water NA NA Yes 1662.6 

WfB Whitney fine sandy loam, 3 to 8 percent 
slopes Fine sandy loam Well drained Yes 29.1 

WnD Whitney sandy loam, 15 to 30 percent 
slopes, eroded Sandy loam Well drained No 118.2 

WrC Whitney and Rocklin sandy loams, 8 to 15 
percent slopes Sandy loam Well drained Yes 15.0 

WvA Wunjey very fine sandy loam, moderately 
saline-alkali, 0 to 1 percent slopes 

Very fine sandy 
loam Well drained Yes 15.7 

Total 13,172.9 
Source: Soil Survey Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture.  Web Soil Survey.  Available online at 
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov, accessed July 2012. 

http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/
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APPENDIX E.2   SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REJECTED FOR OCCURRENCE ON THE SAN JOAQUIN RIVER 
PARKWAY PLAN AREA 

Scientific Name Common Name La
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Acanthomintha obovata ssp. obovata San Benito thorn-mint   X    

Acanthomintha lanceolata Santa Clara thorn mint      X 

Amsinckia furcata Forked fiddleneck      X 

Androsace elongate ssp. acuta California androsace      X 

Angelica callii Call's angelica   X    

Antennaria pulchella beautiful pussy-toes   X    

Antirrhinum ovatum oval-leaved snapdragon   X    

Arabis repanda var. greenei Greene's rockcress   X    

Astragalus kentrophyta var. danaus Sweetwater Mountains milk-vetch   X    

Atriplex cordulata var.cordulata Heartscale X X  X   

Atriplex coronata var. coronata Crownscale    X  X 

Atriplex minuscula Lesser saltscale X X  X   

Benitoa occidentalis western lessingia   X    

Bulbostylis capillaris thread-leaved beakseed   X    

Calyptridium pulchellum Mariposa pussypaws  X X    

Calystegia collina ssp. venusta South Coast Range morning-glory   X    

Camissonia sierrae ssp. sierrae Yosemite evening-primrose   X    

Carex congdonii Congdon's sedge   X    

Carex incurviformis Mount Dana sedge   X    

Carex tahoensis Tahoe sedge   X    

Carex tompkinsii Tompkins' sedge   X    

Carpenteria californica Tree-anemone   X X   

Caulanthus californicus California jewel-flower  X   X  

Ceanothus fresnensis Fresno ceanothus   X    
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Chloropyron palmatum Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak    X   

Chorizanthe ventricosa potbellied spineflower X      

Clarkia breweri Brewer's clarkia   X    

Claytonia palustris marsh claytonia   X    

Claytonia parviflora ssp. grandiflora streambank spring beauty   X    

Convolvulus simulans small-flowered morning-glory X      

Cordylanthus tenuis ssp. barbatus Fresno County bird's-beak   X    

Cryptantha glomeriflora clustered-flower cryptantha   X    

Cryptantha rattanii Rattan's cryptantha   X    

Cypripedium montanum mountain lady's-slipper   X    

Delphinium inopinum unexpected larkspur   X    

Delphinium recurvatum Recurved larkspur X X  X   

Dicentra nevadensis Tulare County bleeding heart   X    

Epilobium howellii subalpine fireweed   X    

Eriogonum gossypinum Cottony buckwheat      X 

Eriogonum heermannii var. occidentale western Heermann's buckwheat   X    

Eriogonum nudum var. indictum Protruding buckwheat      X 

Eriogonum polypodum Tulare County buckwheat   X    

Eriogonum prattenianum var. avium Kettle Dome buckwheat   X    

Eriogonum vestitum Idria buckwheat   X    

Eriophorum gracile slender cottongrass   X    

Eriophyllum lanatum var. obovatum southern Sierra woolly sunflower   X    

Eschscholzia hypecoides San Benito poppy   X    

Fritillaria pinetorum pine fritillary   X    

Fritillaria agrestis stinkbells X      

Galium andrewsii ssp. gatense phlox-leaf serpentine bedstraw X      
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Ivesia unguiculata Yosemite ivesia   X    

Jamesia americana var. rosea rosy-petalled cliffbush   X    

Lasthenia ferrisiae Ferris’ goldfields    X   

Leptosiphon grandiflorus Large flowered leptosiphon      X 

Leptosiphon oblanceolatus Sierra Nevada leptosiphon   X    

Lilium humboldtii sp. humboldtii Humboldt lily      X 

Meesia triquetra three-ranked hump moss   X    

Mimulus acutidens Kings River Monkeyflower   X    

Mimulus grayi Gray's monkeyflower   X    

Mimulus inconspicuus small-flowered monkeyflower   X    

Mimulus laciniatus cut-leaved monkeyflower   X    

Mimulus subsecundus one-sided monkeyflower   X    

Minuartia obtusiloba alpine sandwort   X    

Mitellastra caulescens Leafy-stemmed miterwort    X  X 

Moneses uniflora woodnymph    X   

Nemacladus gracilis Slender nemacladus      X 

Nemophila parviflora var. quercifolia oak-leaved nemophila   X    

Perideridia bacigalupii Bacigalupi's yampah   X    

Phacelia orogenes mountain phacelia   X    

Piperia colemanii Coleman's rein orchid   X    

Piperia leptopetala narrow-petaled rein orchid   X    

Pityopus californica California pinefoot    X   

Plagiobothrys myosotoides forget-me-not popcorn-flower   X    

Solidago guiradonis Guirado's goldenrod   X    

Sparganium natans small bur-reed   X    

Streptanthus farnsworthianus Farnsworth's jewel-flower   X    
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Tonestus peirsonii Peirson's tonestus   X    

Utricularia minor lesser bladderwort   X    

Veronica cusickii Cusick's speedwell   X    

Wyethia elata Hall's wyethia   X    
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APPENDIX E.3 SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES DETERMINED TO BE ABSENT FROM THE PLAN AREA 

Name Status* Habitat Potential for Occurrence in Plan Area  

Federal or State Endangered or Threatened Species 

Succulent’s owl’s-clover 
(Castilleja campestris ssp. succulent) 

FT, SE 
CNPS 1B.2 

Moist places in vernal pools and valley and 
foothill grassland, often in acidic soils. 

Absent.  Vernal pools are not known to occur within the Plan 
Area.  However, suitable habitat may be present immediately 
adjacent if vernal pools occur on the bluffs above the river 
corridor.  The nearest recorded occurrence of this species is 
located approximately 0.1 mi east of the Plan Area, about 0.25-
mi east of Friant Road, and 0.5 mi south of Little/ Dry Creek 
(CNDDB, 2015).  Designated critical habitat is located within the 
Plan Area on the west side of the river.   

Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop 
(Gratiola heterosepala) 

SE 
CNPS 1B.2 

Vernal pools and freshwater marshes and 
swamps on clay soils, sometimes on lake 
margins. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat for the Boggs Lake hedgy-hyssop is 
not present in the Plan Area.  Although the species may be 
present on the bluffs above the river corridor and on the 
margins of Millerton Lake, the Project would not affect 
occurrences of this species in those areas. 

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia inaequalis) 

FT, SE 
CNPS 1B.1 

Vernal pools. Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor). 

Hairy Orcutt grass 
(Orcuttia pilosa) 

FE, SE 
CNPS 1B.1 

Vernal pools. Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor).Designated critical habitat is located to the 
west of the river, encompassing a portion of the Plan Area. 

Hartweg’s golden sunburst 
(Pseudobahia bahiifolia) 

FE, SE 
CNPS 1B.1 

Clay soils, predominantly on northern slopes 
of knolls, also along shady creeds or near 
vernal pools in valley and foothill grassland 
and cismontane woodland. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., in the grasslands on 
the bluffs above the river corridor where clay soils are present).  
The nearest recorded occurrence of this species is located 
approximately 0.2 mi east of the Plan Area near the eastern 
terminus of North Fork Road (CNDDB, 2015). 

San Joaquin adobe sunburst 
(Pseudobahia peirsonii) 

FT, SE 
CNPS 1B.1 

Grassy valley floors and rolling foothills in 
heavy clay soils in valley and foothill 
grassland and cismontane woodland. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., grasslands on the 
bluffs may provide suitable undisturbed heavy adobe clay soils). 

Green’s tuctoria 
(Tuctoria greenei) 

FE, SR 
CNPS 1B.1 

Dry bottoms of vernal pools in open valley 
and foothill grassland. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor). 
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APPENDIX E.3 SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES DETERMINED TO BE ABSENT FROM THE PLAN AREA 

Name Status* Habitat Potential for Occurrence in Plan Area  
Vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

FT Grass or mud-bottomed swales, earth slump 
or basalt-flow depression pools in 
grasslands. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., if vernal pools are 
present on the bluffs above the river corridor).  There are 
CNDDB records of this species within 0.3 mi of the Plan Area.  
Critical habitat has been designated near the Plan Area on the 
east side of Friant Road north of Little Dry Creek.   

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi) 

FE Grass or mud-bottomed swales in 
grasslands on old alluvial soils underlain by 
hardpan. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., if vernal pools are 
present on the bluffs above the river corridor).  However, there 
are no records of the species within or adjacent to the Plan 
Area, despite numerous surveys in potentially suitable habitat 
(as evidenced by the many records of vernal pool fairy shrimp in 
the Plan vicinity) (CNDDB, 2015).  The nearest extant record is 
located approximately 3.5 mi to the northeast (CNDDB, 2015).  
Thus, although the potential presence of the species within the 
Plan Area cannot be ruled out, it is considered unlikely. 

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard 
(Gambelia sila) 

FE, SE, FP Open, sparsely vegetated areas within non-
native grassland, valley sink scrub, valley 
needlegrass grassland, and alkali playa 
communities on the floor of the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area. 

Giant garter snake  
(Thamnophis gigas) 

FT, ST Freshwater marshes and low gradient 
streams with emergent vegetation; adapted 
to drainage canals and irrigation ditches with 
mud substrate. 

Absent.  The Plan Area is not within the species’ known range. 

San Joaquin kit fox 
(Vulpes macrotis mutica) 

FE, ST Open, dry grasslands, shrub-steppe and 
alkali shrublands; also in agricultural 
landscapes including orchards, fields and 
sometimes near adjacent developed areas. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is absent from the Plan Area.  The two 
CNDDB (2015) records adjacent to the Plan Area are from the 
early 1990s and are the result of drive-by vehicle sightings that 
were not confirmed.  No modern, confirmed records are present 
near the Plan Area. 

California Species of Special Concern 
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APPENDIX E.3 SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES DETERMINED TO BE ABSENT FROM THE PLAN AREA 

Name Status* Habitat Potential for Occurrence in Plan Area  
Hardhead 
(Mylopharodon conocephalus) 

CSSC Sacramento-San Joaquin and Russian River 
drainages. 

Absent.  Sampled in very low numbers in 1981, though now 
thought to be absent from the Valley reaches of the San 
Joaquin River (Moyle, 2002). 

Northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus) 

CSSC 
(nesting) 

Forages in marshes, grasslands, and ruderal 
habitats; nests in extensive marshes and wet 
fields. 

Absent as Breeder.  Northern harriers have been confirmed in 
the winter though nesting has never been confirmed. 

Yellow warbler 
(Setophaga petechia) 

CSSC 
(nesting) 

Breeds in riparian woodlands, particularly 
those dominated by willows and cottonwoods. 

Absent as Breeder.  The quality of the riparian habitat and 
more importantly the prevalence of brown-headed cowbirds in 
the Plan Area eliminate yellow warblers as potential nesters, 
though they are quite common in spring and fall migrations.   

Yellow-breasted chat 
(Icteria virens) 

CSSC 
(nesting) 

Breeds in riparian habitats having dense 
understory vegetation, such as willow and 
blackberry. 

Absent as Breeder.  The quality of the riparian habitat and, 
more importantly, the prevalence of brown-headed cowbirds 
(Molothrus ater) in the Plan Area eliminate yellow warblers as 
potential nesters, though they are quite common during spring 
and fall migrations. 

State Protected Species, CEQA Rare Species, and CNPS Species 

Vernal pool smallscale 
(Atriplex persistens) 
 

CNPS 1B.2 Alkaline soils in vernal pools. 
 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor). 

Dwarf downingia 
(Downingia pusilla) 

CNPS 2.2 Vernal lake and pool margins (mesic sites) in 
valley and foothill grassland. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor). 

Spiny-sepaled button-celery 
(Eryngium spinosepalum) 

CNPS 1B.2 Vernal pools within valley and foothill 
grassland some sites on granitic clay soils. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but 
may be present immediately adjacent (i.e., on the bluffs above 
the river corridor). 

Golden goodmania 
(Goodmania luteola) 

CNPS 4.2 Mojavean desert scrub, meadows and 
seeps, playas, and valley and foothill 
grassland on alkaline or clay soils. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area. 

Madera leptosiphon 
(Leptosiphon serrulatus) 

CNPS 1B.2 Dry slopes, often on decomposed granite in 
cismontane woodland and lower montane 
coniferous forest. 

Absent Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area but may 
be present within the larger Plan Area adjacent to Millerton 
Lake. 
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APPENDIX E.3 SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES DETERMINED TO BE ABSENT FROM THE PLAN AREA 

Name Status* Habitat Potential for Occurrence in Plan Area  
Orange lupine 
(Lupinus citrinus var. citrinus) 

CNPS 1B.2 Rocky, decomposed granitic outcrops, 
usually open areas, on flat to rolling terrain in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, and lower 
montane coniferous forest. 

Absent.  Suitable granitic habitat is not present in the Plan Area 
but may be present in the larger Plan Area along the eastern 
edge of Millerton Lake.   

Sierra monardella 
(Monardella candicans) 

CNPS 4.3 Sandy or gravelly soils in chaparral, 
cismontane woodland, and lower montane 
coniferous forest.   

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area.   

Sierra sweet bay 
(Myrica hartwegii) 

CRPR 4.3 Usually on streamsides in cismontane 
woodland, lower montane coniferous forest, 
and riparian forest. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area. 

Fragile pentachaeta 
(Pentachaeta fragilis) 

CRPR 4.3  Often in openings in chaparral and lower 
montane coniferous forests with sandy soils. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area.   

Michael’s rein orchid 
(Piperia michaelii) 

CRPR 4.2 Generally dry sites on mudstone and humus 
in coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous 
forest, chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, and lower montane coniferous 
forest. 

Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area.   

Caper-fruited tropidocarpum 
(Tropidocarpum capparideum) 

CNPS 1B.1 Alkaline clay in valley and foothill grassland. Absent.  Suitable habitat is not present in the Plan Area.  
Further, the grasslands on the bluffs above the river corridor are 
unlikely to contain appropriate alkaline clay soils. 
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Appendix E.4  Detailed Descriptions of  Special-status Species Potentially Occurring in the 
Plan Area 
 

Federal or State Threatened or Endangered Species 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus).  Federal Status: Threatened; 
State Status: None.  The USFWS formally listed the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (beetle) as threatened, and 
designated critical habitat, on 8 August 1980 (USFWS, 1980).  On 14 February 2007, the USFWS completed a five-
year review that recommended the species be delisted (USFWS, 2007) based upon the number of  sightings 
throughout the Central Valley and the reduction of  the primary threats to the species (primarily riparian habitat 
loss).  A delisting proposal has not yet been released. 

At the time of  its listing in 1980, the beetle was known from less than 10 locations on the American River, Putah 
Creek, and Merced River.  Now it is known to occur from southern Shasta County to Fresno County (USFWS, 
2009).  Adults have been collected at elevations ranging from 30 ft on the Central Valley floor to about 2200 ft in 
the Sierra Nevada, and exit holes have been observed up to 2940 ft (Barr, 1991).  The USFWS considers the 
Central Valley and surrounding foothills (below 3000 ft in elevation) from Redding south through Kern County as 
within the range of  the threatened subspecies (USFWS, 1996). 

The beetle’s life cycle is intimately connected to its habitat, elderberry (Sambucus mexicana or Sambucus racemosa var. 
microbotrys) (USFWS, 1980, 1984).  Following mating, the female lays her eggs in crevices in the elderberry bark, 
and after hatching approximately 10 days later, the larvae bore into the pith of  the elderberry and feed inside stems 
for 1–2 years until they mature.  They emerge as adults during the spring via exit holes chewed through the bark.  
Exit holes are slightly oval and are approximately 0.3–0.4 inches in diameter (Barr, 1991).  Adult beetles feed on 
the elderberry foliage until they mate, completing the cycle.  Adults are active from March to June (USFWS, 1984; 
Barr, 1991; USFWS, 2009). 

The elderberry shrubs used by this species occur in riparian forests throughout the Central Valley.  Although they 
occasionally occur outside of  riparian areas, those shrubs supporting the greatest beetle densities are located in 
areas where the shrubs are abundant and interspersed among dense riparian forest (Barr, 1991; Collinge et al. 
2001).  Isolated elderberry shrubs separated from contiguous habitat by extensive development are not typically 
considered high-quality habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetles, as they appear to be poor dispersers (Barr, 
1991; Collinge et al., 2001). 

There are two records of  the valley elderberry longhorn beetle within the Plan Area (CNDDB, 2015).  Although 
there are only two records, elderberry shrubs occur throughout the Plan Area and this beetle could be present 
anywhere elderberry shrubs occur.  

Central Valley Spring-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha).  Federal Listing Status: 
Threatened; State Listing Status: None.  The Central Valley spring-run evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) 
includes all naturally spawned populations of  spring-run Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River and its 
tributaries in California, including the Feather River, as well as the Feather River Hatchery spring-run Chinook 
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program.  The Central Valley spring run Chinook salmon is an anadromous species.  Adults migrate from the 
ocean to spawning streams beginning in late January to early February, with upstream migration peaking in May 
(CDFG, 1998).  They begin spawning in beds of  coarse river gravels from mid-August through October.  Adults 
die after spawning.  After the eggs hatch, some juvenile salmon migrate downstream to the bay or ocean within a 
few months, while others may remain in freshwater rearing areas for up to a year in some systems.  Younger fish 
remain in the ocean for several years before returning to freshwater streams and rivers to spawn.  Like steelhead 
rainbow trout, Chinook salmon generally spawn in cool waters providing incubation temperatures no warmer than 
55 °F.  Compared to steelhead, Chinook salmon are more likely to spawn in coarse gravels.   

Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon have been extirpated from the San Joaquin River upstream from the 
Stanislaus River (Moyle, 2002).  However, the species is being reintroduced to the San Joaquin River as a non-
essential experimental population under Section 10(j) of  FESA and will likely become established in the Plan Area 
in the near future (SJRRP, 2011).   

Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss).  Federal Listing Status: Threatened; State Listing 
Status: None.  The NMFS has categorized steelhead into distinct population segments (DPS).  The Central Valley 
DPS includes all naturally spawned anadromous O. mykiss (steelhead) populations below natural and manmade 
impassable barriers in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries, excluding steelhead from San 
Francisco and San Pablo Bays and their tributaries, as well as two artificial propagation programs: the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery, and Feather River Hatchery steelhead hatchery programs.  The steelhead is an anadromous 
form of  rainbow trout that migrates upstream from the ocean to spawn in late fall or early winter, when flows are 
sufficient to allow it to reach suitable habitat in far upstream areas.  Steelhead typically spawn in gravel substrates 
located in clear, cool, perennial sections of  relatively undisturbed streams, with dense canopy cover that provides 
shade, woody debris, and organic matter.  Steelhead usually cannot survive long in pools or streams with water 
temperatures above 70 °F; however, they can use warmer habitats if  adequate food is available.  

Central Valley steelhead have been extirpated from the San Joaquin River upstream from the Stanislaus River 
(Moyle, 2002).  Although there are currently no plans to reintroduce this species to the San Joaquin River, the 
species may occur in the Plan Area in the future as a result of  restoration activities that will occur as part of  the 
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon reintroduction project.  

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense).  Federal Listing Status:  Threatened (Central 
Population); State Listing Status:  Threatened.  The USFWS listed the California tiger salamander as 
threatened throughout its range in 2004 (USFWS, 2004).  The California tiger salamander was listed as threatened 
under the CESA in 2010.  Critical habitat for the species was designated in 2005 (USFWS, 2005), and encompasses 
a portion of  the Plan Area to the west of  the San Joaquin River, north of  Highway 41 (USFWS, 2005) (Figure 5). 

The range of  the California tiger salamander is restricted to the Central Valley and the South Coast Range of  
California from Butte County south to Santa Barbara County.  Tiger salamanders have disappeared from a 
significant portion of  their range due to habitat loss from agriculture and urbanization and the introduction of  
non-native aquatic predators.  The California tiger salamander’s preferred breeding habitat consists of  temporary 
(minimum of  3–4 months), ponded environments (e.g., vernal pool, ephemeral pool, or human-made ponds) 
surrounded by uplands that support small mammal burrows.  California tiger salamanders will also utilize 
permanent ponds provided aquatic, vertebrate predators are not present.  Such ponds provide breeding and larval 
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habitat, while burrows of  small mammals such as California ground squirrels and valley pocket gophers in upland 
habitats provide refugia for juvenile and adult salamanders during the dry season. 

According to the Final Rule for listing the central population of  the California tiger salamander as threatened 
under the FESA (USFWS, 2004), “Adult California tiger salamander have been observed up to 1.3 mi from 
breeding ponds (S. Sweet, University of  California, Santa Barbara, in litt.  1998), which may be vernal pools, stock 
ponds, or other seasonal or perennial water bodies.” 

Most studies of  upland habitat use by California tiger salamanders suggest that most individuals do not travel far 
from breeding ponds.  Trenham and Shaffer (2005) estimated that 50, 90, and 95 percent of  adult California tiger 
salamanders were within 492, 1608, and 2034 ft of  their study pond, respectively, and that 95 percent of  juvenile 
California tiger salamanders were within 2067 ft of  the pond, with 85 percent concentrated between 656 and 1969 
ft, but none were found at 2625 ft.  Trenham et al. (2001) observed a high probability of  adult California tiger 
salamanders dispersing between pools up to 2198 ft apart but did not observe dispersal events longer than 2297 ft.  
However, Austin and Shaffer (1992) reported dispersal distances by California tiger salamanders of  at least 1.0 mi, 
and Orloff  (2007) reported longer-distance dispersal by a few individuals in a population in Pittsburgh, Contra 
Costa County.  Orloff ’s results suggested that some individuals might travel up to 1.3 mi or more from aquatic 
breeding habitat to upland aestivation habitat.  Collectively, these studies suggest that dispersal distances may vary 
among populations and/or sites; that California tiger salamander abundance likely decreases with increasing 
distance from a breeding pond; and that a few individuals may disperse 1 mi or more from breeding areas. 

Multiple extant and extirpated records of  California tiger salamanders exist near the Plan Area; the nearest extant 
record is located approximately 0.2 mi east of  the Plan Area, east of  Hwy 41 and north of  Avenue 12 (CNDDB, 
2015).  Some of  the grassland habitats in the Plan Area upstream of  Highway 41 may provide suitable habitat for 
this species if  vernal pools or suitable stockponds are present. 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).  Federal Listing Status:  None; State Listing Status:  Endangered, Fully 
Protected.  Bald eagle populations exhibited precipitous declines in the early part of  the twentieth century, 
primarily because of  pesticide poisoning that severely affected reproductive rates.  DDT was the most debilitating 
of  these chemicals, and ever since its use was banned in the United States in 1972, eagle populations have 
recovered rapidly (Buehler, 2000).  The bald eagle was removed from the federal endangered species list in 2008 
(USFWS, 2008) but remains listed as both endangered and fully protected by California (CDFG, 2008b). 

Currently, bald eagles are found throughout North America, along waterways and coasts (Buehler, 2000).  In 
California, bald eagle populations remain low, although their numbers are increasing steadily (Peeters and Peeters, 
2005).  Bald eagles can be found nesting in a number of  locations in the Sierra Nevada range and southern 
California, and they nest in a few scattered locations in central California as well (Buehler, 2000; CDFG, 2008b). 

Ideal habitat for bald eagles is comprised of  remote, forested landscape with old-growth or mature trees and easy 
access to an extensive and diverse prey base.  Bald eagles forage in fresh and salt water where their prey species 
(fish) are abundant and diverse.  They build nests in tall, sturdy trees at sites that are in relatively close proximity to 
aquatic foraging areas and isolated from human activities.  The eagle breeding season extends from January 
through August (Buehler, 2000). 
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Bald eagles are not known to breed in the Plan Area; however, they winter in the area.  They are most common in 
areas where waterfowl congregate on open water, for example, on the larger gravel ponds in the Plan Area. 

Bald eagles are known to congregate at winter roosts at Millerton Lake (Rhodehamel, 1991) and they disperse to 
surrounding areas, including the Plan Area, during the day.  In the Plan Area, bald eagles are most likely to be 
found near the largest ponds where waterfowl, especially American coots, congregate.  The nearest known nest to 
the Plan Area is located approximately 12 mi to the northwest at Hensley Lake (CNDDB, 2015). 

Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni).  Federal Status: None; State Status: Threatened.  The Swainson’s hawk 
was listed as threatened by California in 1983 because of  population declines likely precipitated by significant 
losses of  riparian habitat and conversion of  open foraging habitats to developed lands (England et al., 1997; 
Woodbridge, 1998).  Swainson’s hawks are distributed throughout western North America during the breeding 
season, but in California they are primarily limited to the Central Valley and the southeastern Great Basin region 
(Woodbridge, 1998).  Swainson’s hawks in California are strongly associated with riparian habitats, although they 
also are found in oak woodlands and other open habitats (Smallwood, 1995; England et al., 1997; Woodbridge, 
1998).  They build sturdy stick nests in low willows, box elders, oaks, or other trees, breeding from early March 
through July (England et al., 1997).  Prime breeding habitat for Swainson’s hawk encompasses riparian draws or 
clumps of  trees surrounded by open grassland or oak savannah for foraging (England et al., 1997; Woodbridge, 
1998). 

Swainson’s hawks require large amounts of  foraging habitat, preferably grassland or pasture habitats.  Their 
preferred prey items are voles (Microtus spp.), gophers (Thomomys spp.), birds, and insects such as grasshoppers 
(Estep, 1989).  They have adapted to the use of  some croplands, particularly alfalfa, but also hay, grain, tomatoes, 
beets and other row crops (Estep, 1989).  Crops such as cotton, corn, rice, orchards, and vineyards are not suitable 
because either they lack suitable prey, or the prey is unavailable to the Swainson’s hawks due to the crop structures. 

Swainson's hawks are summer residents in Fresno and Madera counties, and are known to nest in several locations 
in the riparian corridor along the San Joaquin River starting approximately 15 mi west of  the Plan Area where 
alfalfa and other row crops are more common than vineyards and orchards (CNDDB, 2015).  Swainson’s hawks 
are less common in the eastern part of  Madera County, though there is a 2011 record of  a nesting pair within 5 mi 
of  the Plan Area to the northwest, near the intersection of  Highway 41 and Road 208 (CNDDB, 2015). 

Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor).  Federal Status: None; State Status:  Candidate.  As of  September 
18, 2015, the species' federal status is under review after a 90 day finding that formal listing on the Endangered 
Species Act may be warranted.  On December 10, 2015 the California Fish and Game Commission voted to 
advance the Tricolored Blackbird to candidacy for listing under the California Endangered Species Act.  The 
Commission will determine whether listing is warranted in December 2016, after a one-year status review. In the 
meantime, as with all candidates for listing under CESA, the Tricolored Blackbird will receive all the protections 
and be subject to all the take prohibitions of  species that are listed under CESA. The tricolored blackbird is highly 
colonial in its nesting habits and forms dense breeding colonies of  up to tens of  thousands of  pairs.  This species 
typically nests primarily in tall, dense stands of  cattails or tules, but also nests in blackberry (Rubus spp.), wild rose 
bushes (Rosa spp.), and tall herbs.  Nesting colonies are typically located near standing or flowing freshwater.  
Tricolored blackbirds form large, often multi-species, flocks during the non-breeding period and range more 
widely than during the reproductive season.  They forage on the ground in croplands, grasslands, along the edges 



 
 19 
 

of  ponds, and flooded land.  Tricolored blackbirds have been confirmed nesting in the Plan Area near Spano Park 
in 2009 (J. Seay, pers. obs.) and in cattail habitat in ponds on a gravel operation property in 2012 (John Buada, pers. 
comm). 

 

San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica).  Federal Status: Endangered; State Status: Threatened.  
The kit fox is the smallest canid species in North America and the San Joaquin kit fox is the largest subspecies.  
The San Joaquin kit fox was listed as endangered by the USFWS in 1967 and by the State of  California in 1971.  
Critical habitat has not been designated for the San Joaquin kit fox.  

The San Joaquin kit fox is primarily nocturnal and typically occurs in annual grassland or mixed shrub/grassland 
habitats throughout low, rolling hills and in the valleys.  The diet of  kit foxes varies geographically, seasonally, and 
annually, but throughout most of  its range the diet consists primarily of  kangaroo rats (Dipodomys spp.), pocket 
mice (Perognathus spp.), white-footed mice (Peromyscus spp.), San Joaquin antelope squirrels (Ammospermophilus 
nelsoni), California ground squirrels, rabbits (Sylvilagus spp.), black-tailed hares (Lepus californicus), ground nesting 
birds, and insects, (Morrell, 1972; Orloff  et al. 1986; Scrivner et al., 1987; Cypher and Spencer, 1998). 

The kit fox requires underground dens for temperature regulation, shelter, reproduction, and predator avoidance 
(Golightly and Ohmart, 1984).  Kit foxes commonly modify and use dens constructed by other animals and 
structures made by humans (USFWS, 1998).  Dens are usually located on loose-textured soils on slopes less than 
40 degrees (O'Farrell et al., 1980), but the characteristic of  San Joaquin kit fox dens varies across the fox’s 
geographic range in regard to the number of  openings, shape, and the slope of  the ground on which they occur 
(USFWS, 1998).  Natal or maternal dens tend to be found on slopes of  less than six degrees (O'Farrell and McCue, 
1981).  Kit foxes change dens often, using numerous dens each year. 

Interspecific competition occurs between kit foxes and non-native red foxes, coyotes, and domestic dogs (Ralls and 
White, 1995).  Coyotes are highly adaptable to disturbed environments and may out-compete kit foxes for available 
resources as well as kill them opportunistically (White and Garrott, 1997; Cypher and Spencer, 1998).  Predation by 
large carnivores may account for the majority of  the annual adult mortality rate observed among San Joaquin kit 
foxes in some areas (Berry et al., 1987).  The non-native red fox may be a greater threat to kit fox than the coyote 
in some areas, as they are known to directly prey upon kit foxes and displace kit foxes upon invasion of  their 
habitat (Ralls and White, 1995). 

The herbaceous and other open habitats of  the Plan Area provide only marginal habitat for San Joaquin kit fox 
due to the highly fragmented nature of  grasslands on the site as well as the ever-present human disturbance.  
However, the mosaic of  habitats adjacent to human disturbance does provide good habitat for the introduced red 
fox, which as noted above, is a threat to the kit fox.  There are two CNDDB (2015) records of  kit fox sightings in 
the Project vicinity.  Both of  these records, one on Highway 99 south of  Herndon from 1993 and one located at 
an unspecified location in Friant and described as occurring “sometime in the early 90s”, resulted from drive-by 
vehicle sightings that were not confirmed.  In addition to habitat concerns, the Plan Area is separated from 
occupied kit fox by both the City of  Fresno and over 20 mi of  intensely cultivated farmland.  For these reasons, 
the San Joaquin kit fox is determined to be absent from the Plan Area. 
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California Species of Special Concern 

Kern Brook lamprey (Lampetra hubbsi).  Federal Status: Species of  Special Concern; State Status: 
Species of  Special Concern.  This small lamprey was first discovered in the Friant-Kern Canal and has since 
been found in the Merced, Kaweah, Kings, and San Joaquin rivers.  The amnocoetes, the larval form of  lampreys, 
of  this species have been collected both above and below Friant Dam (Moyle, 2002).  The amnocoetes inhabit 
sandy-bottomed backwaters and willow river edges and pools with low water velocity.  The adults seek out riffles 
with gravel for breeding and rubble for cover.  Very little is known about Kern brook lampreys, but the collection 
of  amnocoetes below Friant dam indicates there is a strong likelihood that they could breed in the Plan Area.  

San Joaquin roach (Lavinia symmetricus ssp.).  Federal Status: Species of  Special Concern; State Status: 
Species of  Special Concern.  The San Joaquin roach is a small fish in the minnow family (Cyprinidae) that is 
usually less than 3.9 inches in length.  They are generally found in small, warm intermittent streams, and dense 
populations are frequently found in isolated pools and are most abundant in mid-elevation streams in the Sierra 
foothills (Moyle et al., 1995).  The San Joaquin roach is known from tributaries to the San Joaquin River above 
Friant Dam, and could potentially occur below the dam.  It is unlikely, though, to be a regular part of  the fish 
community in the Plan Area given the number of  introduced fish predators such as largemouth bass. 

Western spadefoot (Spea hammondii).  Federal Status: Species of  Special Concern; State Status: Species 
of  Special Concern.  The western spadefoot is a toad that inhabits grassland habitats of  central California and 
the southern California coast.  It requires temporary pools of  water lacking predators such as fish, bullfrogs, or 
crayfish, for egg laying (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  A keratinous “spade” is present on each hind foot that aids in 
burrowing.  Much of  their life cycle is spent burrowed underground.  As described above for California tiger 
salamanders, some of  the grassland habitats in the Plan Area upstream of  Highway 41 may provide suitable habitat 
for this species if  vernal pools or suitable stockponds are present. 

Silvery legless lizard (Anniella pulchra pulchra).  Federal Status: None; State Status: Species of  Special 
Concern.  This unusual lizard is found in sandy or loose loamy soils under the sparse vegetation of  beaches, 
chaparral, pine-oak woodland, or under sycamores, cottonwoods, or oaks that grow on stream terraces.  Legless 
lizards forage for insects and spiders underneath leaf  litter or underneath sandy soil, usually at the base of  shrubs 
or other vegetation (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  Their adaptation for burrowing, which requires soils with a high 
sand fraction, makes legless lizards vulnerable to ground disturbing activities such as agriculture.  Though there are 
no records of  the silvery legless lizard within the Plan Area (CNDDB, 2015), this lizard is quite difficult to detect, 
and records are present in riparian habitats along the San Joaquin River downstream from the Plan Area.  Thus, 
this species may occur in the Plan Area. 

Western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata).  Federal Status: Species of  Concern; State Status: Species 
of  Special Concern.  The western pond turtle occurs in ponds, streams, and other wetland habitats west of  the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and south to northern Baja, except in desert areas.  Ponds or slack-water pools with 
suitable basking sites (such as logs) are an important habitat component for this species, and western pond turtles 
do not occur commonly along high-gradient streams.  Females lay eggs in upland habitats, in clay or silty soils in 
unshaded (often south-facing) areas up to 0.25 mi from aquatic habitat (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).  Juveniles feed 
and grow in willow aquatic habitats (often creeks) with emergent vegetation and ample invertebrate prey.  Nesting 
habitat is typically found within 600 ft of  aquatic habitat (Jennings and Hayes, 1994), but if  no suitable nesting 
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habitat can be found close by, adults may travel overland considerable distances to nest.  Juvenile and adult turtles 
are commonly seen basking in the sun at appropriate sites, although they are extremely wary and often dive into 
the water at any perception of  danger.  H. T. Harvey & Associates biologists have observed western pond turtles in 
the Plan Area on numerous occasions  

Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status: Species of  Special 
Concern.  The burrowing owl is a small, terrestrial owl of  open country.  These owls prefer annual and perennial 
grasslands, typically with sparse or non-existent tree or shrub canopies.  In California, burrowing owls are found in 
close association with California ground squirrels; owls use the abandoned burrows of  ground squirrels for shelter 
and nesting.  The nesting season as recognized by the CDFG (2012) runs from 1 February through 31 August.  
After nesting is completed, adult owls may remain in their nesting burrows or in nearby burrows, or they may 
migrate (Rosenberg et al., 2007); young birds disperse across the landscape from 0.1 mi to 35 mi from their natal 
burrows (Rosier et al., 2006).  Burrowing owls also exhibit strong site fidelity, and may return to a nesting site and 
attempt to nest even after the site has been developed.  Many of  the open agricultural, ruderal, and grassland 
habitats of  the Plan Area provide suitable habitat for burrowing owls. 

Long-eared owl (Asio otus).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status; Species of  Special Concern.  
The long-eared owl is an uncommon, year-long resident throughout much of  California.  It frequents dense 
riparian and live oak thickets near meadow edges, and nearby woodland and forest habitats, but also may be found 
in dense conifer stands at higher elevations.  This species forages over open areas, where it hunts for rodents and 
small birds.  It breeds from valley foothill hardwood up to ponderosa pine habitats from early March to late July.  
This species is considered a California species of  special concern only when breeding.  Long-eared owls have been 
observed in the Plan Area near Lost Lake during the winter (J. Seay, pers. obs.), and there is some possibility that 
they could nest there as well. 

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status; Species of  
Special Concern.  This predatory songbird inhabits much of  the lower 48 states.  Loggerhead shrikes prefer open 
habitats interspersed with shrubs, trees, poles, fences, or other perches from which they can hunt.  Loggerhead 
shrikes are primarily monogamous and are territorial throughout the year.  Nests are built in densely vegetated 
shrubs or trees, often containing thorns, which offer protection from predators and upon which prey items are 
impaled.  They breed between early February and late March with the peak of  breeding between mid-March and 
late June.  Loggerhead shrikes are fairly common in the Plan Area in winter and have been recorded nesting on the 
Ball Ranch property (J. Seay, pers. obs.). 

Yellow-headed blackbird (Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus).  Federal Status: None; State Status:  Species 
of  Special Concern.  Yellow-headed blackbirds breed almost exclusively in marshes with tall emergent vegetation, 
such as cattails or tules, in open areas over fairly deep water (Orians and Willson, 1964).  They nest singly or in 
loose colonies and males will pair with as many as six females.  This kind of  emergent vegetation was likely not 
present in the Plan Area historically, but restoration efforts within reclaimed gravel mines have created suitable 
nesting habitat for yellow-headed blackbirds and they have been confirmed nesting on gravel operation property in 
the Plan Area (John Buada, pers. comm.). 

Grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum).  Federal Status: None; State Status:  Species of  
Special Concern.  Grasshopper sparrows are widely distributed in grassland habitats across North America.  The 
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subspecies that breeds in California, (A. s. perpallidus) has declined on the west coast, but remains common in the 
Great Plains (Shuford and Gardali, 2008).  They are patchily distributed in Central California, occurring mostly in 
the foothills and edges of  the Valley and they seem to prefer moderately tall, open grasslands with scattered shrubs 
(Grinnell and Miller, 1944), though they occasionally occur in other types of  grassland and have been recorded in 
alfalfa fields (Shuford and Gardali, 2008).  Much of  the herbaceous habitats in the Plan Area are marginally 
suitable for grasshopper sparrows, and it is possible, though not likely, that they could occur in the Plan Area. 

Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus).  Federal status:  None; State status:  Species of  Special Concern.  The 
pallid bat occurs throughout California with the exception of  the northwest corner of  the state and the high Sierra 
Nevada (Hall, 1981; Zeiner et al., 1990a).  It is a colonial species with colonies ranging in size from a few 
individuals to over a hundred, but usually consisting of  at least 20 individuals (Wilson and Ruff, 1999, Sherwin and 
Rambaldini, 2005).  Pallid bats are most commonly found in oak savannah and in open dry habitats with rocky 
areas, trees, buildings, or bridge structures that are used for roosting (Zeiner et al., 1990a; Ferguson and Azerrad, 
2004).  Typically, pallid bats use separate day and night roosts (Hermanson and O’Shea, 1983).  In general, day 
roosts are more enclosed, protected spaces than are night roosts, which often occur in open buildings, porches, 
garages, highway bridges, and mines.  Roosts generally have unobstructed entrances/exits, and are high above the 
ground, warm, and inaccessible to terrestrial predators (Sherwin and Rambaldini, 2005).  After mating during the 
late fall and winter, females and males share a common wintering roost, usually along a canyon bottom where 
temperatures are relatively stable and cool, and then females leave the common winter roost in early spring to form 
maternity colonies, often on ridge tops or other warmer locales (Johnston et al., 2006).  Maternity colonies in 
California may be active from May to October (Gannon, 2003).  Pallid bats forage on a variety of  insects, including 
beetles, centipedes, cicadas, crickets, grasshoppers, moths, and others, both gleaned from surfaces and taken aerially 
(Johnston and Fenton, 2001).  Their roosts are very susceptible to human disturbance, and urban development has 
been cited as the most significant factor contributing to their regional decline (Miner and Stokes, 2005).  There is 
suitable foraging habitat for pallid bats throughout the Plan Area, though roosting habitat appears to be limited.  
Pallid bats most likely forage on the site, though it is uncertain if  they roost there. 

Western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status:  Species of  
Special Concern.  The western red bat is an orange to reddish-colored, moderately small-sized bat that occurs 
throughout much of  California.  This species is often found in forest or woodlands, especially in or adjacent to 
riparian habitat (Wilson and Ruff, 1999).  It is solitary and prefers roosting in foliage of  trees or tall shrubs, and it 
has been observed roosting under leaf  piles during winter months in the Central Valley of  California.  Breeding 
western red bats in California are usually associated with low-elevation (<3280 ft) cottonwood, sycamore, or oak-
dominated riparian habitat, but have also been detected in fruit orchards (Pierson et al., 2006).  Suitable roosting 
and foraging habitat is found throughout the Plan Area.  Though there are no published records of  western red 
bats in the Plan Area, this bat is difficult to detect and is likely to occur there.  

Spotted bat (Euderma maculatum).  Federal status: None; State status: Species of  Special Concern.  In 
California, the spotted bat has a patchy distribution throughout the western portion of  the state due to its 
dependence on rock-faced cliffs for roosting habitat.  Roosts are found in small cracks in cliffs and rocky outcrops.  
The spotted bat forages over a variety of  habitats, primarily for large moths, and is often attracted to dam faces.  
There is a record of  a rabid individual being collected just below the dam at the fish hatchery in 1970 (CNDDB, 
2015).  Thus, although suitable breeding and roosting habitat is not present in the Plan Area, spotted bats may 
occasionally forage in the Plan Area, especially if  spillways on the dam are large enough to be used as roosts. 
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Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii).  Federal status:  None; State status:  Species of  
Special Concern.  The Townsend’s big-eared bat is associated with a variety of  different habitat types including 
coniferous forests, deserts, native prairies, riparian communities, active agricultural areas, and coastal habitats 
(Sherwin and Piaggio, 2005).  Although it is usually a cave dwelling species, known roost sites include limestone 
caves, lava tubes, and hollow trees, as well as anthropogenic structures such as the attics of  buildings or old 
abandoned mines (Williams, 1986; Sherwin and Piaggio, 2005). 

The Townsend’s big-eared bat is a colonial species, with females aggregating in the spring at maternity colonies to 
begin their breeding season.  Maternity colonies in California may be active from March to September (Pierson and 
Rainey, 1998).  Females typically give birth to one young, and both females and young show a high fidelity to their 
group and their specific roost site (Pearson et al., 1952).  The Townsend’s big-eared bat is easily disturbed while 
roosting in buildings, and females are known to abandon their young when disturbed (Humphrey and Kunz, 1976).  
They forage primarily upon small moths, and feeds both in-flight and by gleaning insects from foliage (Zeiner et 
al., 1990a).  There is potential for Townsend’s big-eared bat to occur in the Plan Area because there is suitable 
foraging habitat throughout and there is marginally suitable roosting sites in some abandoned dwellings and other 
buildings. 

Western mastiff  bat (Eumops perotis).  Federal listing status:  None; State listing status:  Species of  
Special Concern.  This species forages up to 2300 ft above ground level and typically forages for about 7 hours 
per night and has been observed 15 mi from the nearest roost (Vaughn, 1954).  This species roosts primarily in 
cliffs or high buildings where there is a minimum of  9.8 ft of  vertical drop at the entrance to roosts.  This species 
is found in central and south coastal California, the San Joaquin Valley, the southern half  of  the Sierra foothills, 
and throughout the desert regions.  The western mastiff  bat may use bridges, rocks, or buildings as night roosts, 
day roosts, or maternity roosts.  The nearest record of  western mastiff  bats is from the northern face of  Little 
Table Mountain approximately 2.5 mi northwest of  the Plan Area.  It is likely that bats roosting there would forage 
over the Plan Area, though quality roost sites appear to be lacking.  

American badger (Taxidea taxus).  Federal Listing Status: None; State Listing Status: Species of  Special 
Concern.  American badgers are highly specialized fossorial (adapted for burrowing or digging) mammals that 
occur in grassland habitats throughout California, except in the northwestern corner of  the state (Zeiner et al., 
1990a).  They have territories of  up to 21,000 ac, with territory size varying by sex and season.  In central 
California, American badgers typically occur in annual grasslands, oak woodland savannas, semi-arid 
shrub/scrublands, and any habitats with friable soils and stable prey populations (e.g., ground squirrels, gophers, 
kangaroo rats, and chipmunks; Zeiner et al., 1990a).  They occur to a lesser extent in agricultural areas, where 
intensive cultivation inhibits den establishment and reduces prey abundance.  Some of  the herbaceous habitats of  
the Plan Area provide suitable habitat for badgers, especially those between Highway 41 and the dam that connect 
to larger areas of  grassland habitat west of  the Plan Area in Madera County. 

CRPR Species 

California satintail (Imperata brevifolia).  Federal Listing Status: None; State Listing Status: None; 
CRPR 2.1.  California satintail is a perennial rhizomatous herb belonging to the grass family (Poaceae) that blooms 
from September to May.  This plant occurs in coastal scrub, chaparral, riparian scrub, Mojavean scrub, and 
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meadows and sinks on mesic, often alkaline soils, at elevations between 0 and 1640 ft.  This species is found in 
Butte, Fresno, Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Tehama, Tulare, and Ventura 
counties, and ranges into Arizona, Baja California, New Mexico (where it is possibly extirpated), Nevada, Texas, 
and Utah (CNPS, 2015).  California satintail is presumed extirpated from Lake County (CNPS, 2015).  The Butte, 
Tehama, and Lake county records may represent escaped ornamentals. 

The nearest records for the species are a vague location from an 1893 collection mapped around Fresno, 
immediately south of  the Plan Area, and an occurrence about 18 mi southeast of  the Plan Area (CNDDB, 2015).  
The riparian scrub in the Plan Area may provide suitable habitat for the species. 

Forked hare-leaf  (Lagophylla dichotoma).  Federal Listing Status: None; State Listing Status: None; 
CRPR 1B.1.  Forked hare-leaf is an annual herb belonging to the sunflower family (Asteraceae) that blooms from 
April to September.  This plant occurs on gravelly roadsides, loam, and dry clay soils in openings in cismontane 
woodland and valley and foothill grassland, at elevations between 164 and 2493 ft.  This California endemic is 
found in Calaveras, Fresno, Monterey, San Benito, and Stanislaus counties, and is presumed extirpated from Butte 
and Merced counties (CNPS, 2015).  

The nearest record for the species is about 14 mi southeast of  the Plan Area (CNDDB, 2015).  The oak woodland 
and grasslands within the Plan Area may provide suitable habitat for the species.   

Sanford’s arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii).  Federal Listing Status: None; State Listing Status: None; 
CRPR 1B.2.  Sanford’s arrowhead is an emergent perennial rhizomatous herb belonging to the water plantain 
family (Alismataceae) that blooms from May to October.  This plant occurs in standing or slow-moving freshwater 
ponds, marshes, and ditches at elevations between 0 and 2133 ft.  This species has been reported from Butte, Del 
Norte, El Dorado, Fresno, Merced, Mariposa, Placer, Sacramento, Shasta, San Joaquin, and Tehama counties 
(CNPS, 2015).  Sanford’s arrowhead is extirpated from southern California (Orange and Ventura counties) and is 
mostly extirpated from its historical range in the Central Valley (CNPS, 2015). 

The nearest records for the species are located about 0.2 mi south of  the Plan Area along Herndon and Brawley 
Avenues, and 0.4 mi southeast along Friant Road south of  Shepherd Avenue (CNDDB, 2015).  Wetland habitats in 
the Plan Area provide suitable habitat for this species. 

Fully Protected Species 

White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus).  Federal Status: None; State Status: Fully Protected Species.  In 
California, white-tailed kites are found in the Central Valley and along the coast, in grasslands, agricultural fields, 
cismontane woodlands, and other open habitats (Zeiner et al., 1990b; Dunk, 1995, Erichsen et al., 1996).  White-
tailed kites are year-round residents of  the state, establishing breeding territories that encompass open areas with 
healthy prey populations, and snags, shrubs, trees, or other nesting substrates (Dunk, 1995).  Non-breeding birds 
typically remain in the same area over the winter, although some movements do occur (Polite, 1990).  The presence 
of  white-tailed kites is closely tied to the presence of  prey species, particularly voles, and prey base may be the 
most important factor in determining habitat quality for white-tailed kites (Dunk and Cooper, 1994; Skonieczny 
and Dunk, 1997).  Although the species recovered after population declines during the early 20th century, its 
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populations may be exhibiting new declines because of  recent increases in habitat loss and disturbance (Dunk, 
1995; Erichsen et al., 1996). 

Many of  the open agricultural, ruderal, and grassland habitats of  the Plan Area provide potential breeding and 
foraging habitat for this species.  White-tailed kites are common in the Plan Area where herbaceous habitat is fairly 
expansive. 

Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status: Fully Protected.  In 
California, the golden eagle is an uncommon permanent resident and migrant throughout the state.  The species’ 
breeding range within California excludes only the Central Valley, the immediate coast in the far north, and the 
southeastern corner of  the state (Zeiner et al., 1990b).  Recent declines of  golden eagle populations have occurred 
in several western states in North America, including California, primarily because of  loss of  habitat and 
mortalities resulting from human activities (Kochert et al., 2002; Good et al., 2007).  Further declines in eagle 
populations are expected to occur as long as habitat loss and anthropogenic landscape alteration continue (Good et 
al., 2007). 

Golden eagles breed in a range of  open habitats, including desert scrub, foothill cismontane woodlands, and 
annual or perennial grasslands (Zeiner et al., 1990b; Kochert et al., 2002).  Golden eagle nesting habitat is 
characterized by large, remote patches of  grassland or open woodland; a hilly topography that generates lift; an 
abundance of  small mammal prey; and tall structures that serve as nest platforms and hunting perches (Kochert et 
al., 2002).  Once a breeding pair establishes a territory, they may build a number of  nests in tall structures such as 
tall trees or snags, cliffs, or utility towers (Zeiner et al., 1990b; Kochert et al., 2002), only one of  which is used in 
any given year (Kochert et al., 2002).  The eagle breeding season begins in late January and continues through 
August (CDFG, 2008c).  Following the nesting period, adult eagles usually remain in or near their breeding 
territory (Zeiner et al., 1990b).  Young birds in California tend to be sedentary, remaining in or near their parental 
home ranges (Kochert et al., 2002). 

Though some of  the valley oak, cottonwood, and eucalyptus trees in the Plan Area are large enough to support 
golden eagle nests, there is not enough open foraging habitat nearby to support nesting golden eagles.  However, 
golden eagles may occasionally be seen flying over the Plan Area, especially in winter. 

American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum).  Federal Status: Delisted; State Status: Fully 
Protected.  The American peregrine falcon occurs throughout much of  the world and is known as one of  the 
fastest flying birds of  prey.  Peregrine falcons prey almost entirely on birds, which they kill while in flight.  These 
falcons nest on ledges and caves on steep cliffs, as well as on human-made structures such as buildings, bridges, 
and electrical transmission towers.  In California, they are known to nest along the entire coastline, the northern 
Coast, and the Cascade Ranges and Sierra Nevada. 

A severe decline in populations of  the widespread North American subspecies anatum began in the late 1940s.  
This decline was attributed to the accumulation of  DDE, a metabolite of  the organochlorine pesticide DDT, in 
aquatic food chains.  When concentrated in the bodies of  predatory birds such as the peregrine falcon, this 
contaminant led to reproductive effects, such as the thinning of  eggshells.  The American peregrine falcon was 
listed as endangered by the USFWS in 1970 (USFWS, 1970) and by California in 1971.  Recovery efforts included 
the banning of  DDT in North America and captive breeding programs to help bolster populations.  The USFWS 
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removed the American peregrine falcon from the endangered species list in 1999 (USFWS, 1999a), and the State 
of  California removed it from its endangered list in 2009 (California Fish and Game Commission, 2009). 

Appropriate breeding habitat for the peregrine falcon, especially the steep cliffs they require, is absent from the 
Plan Area.  Migrants and wintering birds occasionally passing through the area is likely the extent of  peregrine 
falcon use of  the Plan Area. 

Ringtail (Bassariscus astutus).  Federal listing status: None; State listing status: Fully Protected.  The 
ringtail is a smaller relative of  the raccoon and inhabits brushy and woody habitats, especially along stream courses 
in the middle elevations.  This species nests in rock recesses, hollow trees, logs, snags, abandoned burrows, or 
woodrat nests.  The wooded habitats of  the Plan Area are suitable habitat for ringtail, though it is more likely to be 
found upstream of  the Plan area. 
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Appendix E.5  Detailed Descriptions of  Invasive Species Occurring in the Plan Area 
 

Plant pests are defined by law, regulation, and technical organizations, and are regulated by the California 
Department of  Food and Agriculture (CDFA) and the United States Department of  Agriculture (USDA).  The 
rating assigned to a pest by the CDFA (2012) does not necessarily mean that one with a low rating is not a 
problem; rather the rating system is meant to prioritize response by the CDFA and county agricultural 
commissioners.  The following CDFA designations reflect the importance of  the pest: 

A – A pest of  known economic or environmental detriment and is either not known to be established in 
California or it is present in a limited distribution that allows for the possibility of  eradication or successful 
containment. 

B – A pest of  known economic or environmental detriment and, if  present in California, it is of  limited 
distribution. 

C – A pest of  known economic or environmental detriment and, if  present in California it is usually 
widespread. 

The California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC, 2012) has developed a list of  plant pests specific to California 
wildlands, based on information submitted by land managers, botanists, and researchers throughout the state and 
on published sources.  The Cal-IPC (2012) ranks invasive plants based on the level of  ecological impact in 
California as follows: 

Limited – Species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not 
enough information to justify a higher score. 

Moderate – Species have substantial and apparent ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal 
communities, and vegetation structure. 

High – Species has severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and 
vegetation structure. 

Red Sesbania: Cal-IPC Category – High, Red Alert; CDFA Rating 

Red sesbania is a woody shrub or small tree native to Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, and Uruguay that grows up to 15 
feet tall (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  It produces clusters of  bright red flowers in late spring through fall and 
forms distinctive winged seed pods.  Red sesbania is found low in the riparian zone on channel banks, bars, and 
islands where it is inundated by spring floods, and has some degree of  shade tolerance.  The species is rapidly 
spreading among Central Valley waterways, where it forms dense thickets (Hunter and Platenkamp, 2003).  Red 
sesbania produces seed pods that fall from the branches throughout winter and spring and are distributed by river 
flows.  The pods contain spongy tissue that floats for up to 10 days.  The seeds persist in the seed bank, and 
germinate when abraded.  Early sprouting sesbania plants may produce seed pods within one year.  .  
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Red sesbania is an especially aggressive invader that has the potential to significantly affect habitat restoration 
success.  This species is displacing native plants that provide essential food and shelter for a wide variety of  wildlife 
species.  The plant contains saponin, a chemical that is poisonous to both livestock, humans, invertebrates and fish 
Red sesbania is a major threat to the biodiversity of  native plants in riparian habitats (Hunter and Platenkamp, 
2003). 

Salt Cedar: Cal-IPC Category – High; CDFA Rating – B 

Salt cedar is a deciduous shrub or small tree native to eastern Asia that grows up to 12 to 15 feet tall (DiTomaso 
and Healy, 2007).  The species prefers silty soils and willow water tables.  However, this long-lived species is 
tolerant of  an extensive range of  ecological settings and is capable of  surviving without access to water once 
established (Carpenter, 1998).  

Salt cedar produces numerous flowers that release tiny, tufted seeds dispersed by either wind or water (Plant 
Conservation Alliance, 2005).  The seeds germinate immediately and only remain viable for about five weeks, 
precluding the species from forming a seed bank (Carpenter, 1998; DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  Seedlings develop 
slowly and cannot tolerate drying or disturbance (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  Buried and submerged stems as 
well as stem fragments have the ability to produce roots and shoots (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007; Plant 
Conservation Alliance, 2005).  The species is highly adapted to fire and flooding and resprouts vigorously after 
disturbance by these events.  The seedlings are slow growers and may be outcompeted by the rapidly growing 
native riparian species.  Mature specimens are extremely vulnerable to shading (Carpenter, 1998).  

As with most invasive, non-native species, salt cedar displaces valuable native riparian plant species such as willow 
and cottonwood, especially in disturbed landscapes.  The replacement of  riparian vegetation may lead to the 
reduction of  wildlife habitat value.  Salt cedar dominated communities have lower bird density and diversity than 
areas with native vegetation (Carpenter, 1998).  However, some birds have been documented nesting in the salt 
cedar shrubs, including blue grosbeak (Passerina caerulea) and yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) (Riparian 
Habitat Joint Venture, 2004).  Salt cedar also affects the natural flood and fire regime in some areas, increasing the 
frequency and intensity of  fires and floods (Plant Conservation Alliance, 2005).  Other adverse effects associated 
with the species include increased topsoil salinity, lowered water tables, widened flood plains, increased sediment 
deposition, incised stream channels, and loss of  mycorrhizal fungi (i.e., fungi that form a beneficial association 
with the root systems of  higher plants) for native plant species (Carpenter, 1998, DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  

Giant Reed: Cal-IPC Category – High; CDFA Rating – B 

Giant reed is an herbaceous perennial plant resembling bamboo that grows up to 30 feet tall (DiTomaso and Healy, 
2007).  Giant reed is native to the Mediterranean region and tropical Asia.  In California, the species is often found 
growing alongside waterways, including lakes, streams, and ditches in all types of  soils.  After establishing at the 
water’s edge, giant reed quickly moves up the riparian profile and begins establishing in the drier upland 
surroundings (Bell, 1998).  

Giant reed’s primary means of  reproduction is vegetative, horizontally growing stems lying beneath the soil surface 
produce roots and shoots.  In addition, during floods, plant fragments may be carried downstream to new sites 
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where they take root.  Further, throughout spring and into fall, the canes produce large plumed inflorescences; 
however, germination of  seeds is rare in California (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007; Dudley, 2000).  

Giant reed is able to aggressively outcompete native species and shift the succession of  riparian plant communities 
(Bell, 1998).  If  conditions are right, infestations quickly develop into tall, crowded monocultures as toxic 
compounds produced within various plant parts help to prevent the growth of  other plant species (Bell, 1998).  As 
giant reed replaces native riparian vegetation, it reduces habitat and the food supply, particularly insects, needed by 
riparian birds (Dudley, 2000).   

Large stands of  giant reed can obstruct high flows and undermine the integrity of  adjacent structures, such as 
dams and bridges.  The occurrence of  Giant reed may promote bank erosion because its willow root system is 
easily undercut and bank collapse may follow (Dudley, 2000).  By densely growing in the low-flow channel and 
throughout streambanks, giant reed is capable of  causing excessive roughness in the channel, not only by its own 
biomass, but also by the accretion of  sediment and stabilization of  gravel and sediment bars.  Channel constriction 
reduces flood capacity and contributes to flooding and subsequent lateral erosion.  

Chinese Tallow: Cal-IPC Category – Moderate 

Chinese tallow is a fast growing deciduous tree native to subtropical eastern Asia that invades disturbed and 
undisturbed terrestrial, wetland, and riparian habitats with and a wide range of  soil conditions (Bogler, 2000; 
DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  Chinese tallow begins reproduction when young (after only 3 years), produces 
abundant viable seed, and is also capable of  reproducing from cuttings.  Additionally, Chinese tallow can become 
widely established following natural disturbances that eliminate or damage the canopy layer (Smith et al., 1997).  
Seeds are spread by birds and may float for great distances (Bogler, 2000).  

Chinese tallow can rapidly replace natural communities with nearly monospecific stands, which may significantly 
alter natural soil nutrient conditions, creating an inhospitable environment for many native plant species (Bogler, 
2000).  Chinese tallow litter decomposes rapidly and increases nitrogen, phosphorus, potassium, and other mineral 
nutrients, along with decreasing magnesium and sodium levels (Cameron and Spencer, 1989; DiTomaso and Healy, 
2007).  Further, the presence of  Chinese tallow seems to favor non-native arthropods (Miller and Cameron, 1983) 
that may also negatively affect the native ecosystem by outcompeting native species.   

Tree-of-Heaven: Cal-IPC Category – Moderate; CDFA Rating – C 

Tree-of-heaven is a fast growing, medium-sized deciduous tree native to China that reaches heights of  up to 80 
feet (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  It frequently invades open, disturbed sites and is common in urban settings and 
along roadsides.  Tree-of-heaven has a high tolerance for poor soils, atmospheric pollution, and drought and can 
reproduce both sexually and asexually.  The numerous seeds produced in fall may remain on the tree through the 
winter.  Once released, the wind-dispersed seeds will travel long distances from the parent plant.  These seeds have 
a high germination rate (Hunter, 2000).  Established trees sprout numerous suckers from the roots and re-sprout 
vigorously from cut stumps and root fragments.  

Tree-of-heaven often aggressively outcompetes native species once established.  One tree is capable of  producing 
more than a half  a million seeds each year.  The seedlings grow rapidly and develop a taproot within three months.  
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With their quick growth rate, the trees rapidly occupy the habitat of  native species.  Additionally, the tree-of-
heaven leaves and bark produce toxins that remain in the soil and impede the establishment of  other plant species 
(Hunter, 2000).  

Blue Gum: Cal-IPC Category – High 

Blue gum is a fast growing evergreen tree species native to southeastern Australia and Tasmania that grows up to 
180 ft tall.  Often found growing in disturbed habitats, blue gum flourishes along roadways and property lines 
where it is used as windscreens, shelterbelts, sound barriers, or ornamentals (Esser, 1993).  Blue gum reproduces 
both sexually and asexually.  The woody fruits release small seeds that are dispersed by wind and water (Esser, 
1993).  Seeds germinate within a couple of  weeks following dispersal if  conditions are favorable or remain in the 
seed bank for several years (Boyd, 2000; DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  Vegetative reproduction includes sprouting 
from the trunk, stumps, and roots.  Branches are known to root when in contact with soil (Esser, 1993).  Blue gum 
often forms large monocultures; as the leaves release compounds into the soil litter layer that inhibit the growth of  
other species.  

The flower nectar attracts insects, and the birds feeding on these insects or the flower nectar may be covered in a 
tar-like substance secreted from the flower, eventually causing the birds to suffocate (DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  
However, mature trees do provide canopy cover and perching and nesting sites for raptors and other birds when 
native riparian trees are absent.  Blue gum branches and litter decompose very slowly and contain flammable 
compounds, resulting in stands posing a great fire risk.  This extremely flammable species ignites spot fires when 
burning litter and strips of  bark are transported on the wind (Boyd, 2000; DiTomaso and Healy, 2007).  

Water Hyacinth: Cal-IPC Category – High; CDFA Rating – C 

Water hyacinth, native to tropical and subtropical South America, is a free-floating aquatic plant that forms dense, 
interconnected drifting mats, with thick, waxy green leaves held upright above the water surface on bulbous, air-
filled stalks.  The species is found in ponds, lakes, wetlands, slow-moving waters such as rivers and streams, ditches, 
irrigation canals, and wastewater treatment facilities (Batcher, 2000; Ramey, 2001).  It tolerates fluctuating water 
levels and flow velocities, extremes in nutrient concentration, pH, temperatures, and toxic compounds (Batcher, 
2000).  Occasionally it is found growing in water-logged soils adjacent to water bodies (Godfrey, 2000a). 

Water hyacinth is considered one of  the most productive plants on earth.  In early spring, the plants produce 
daughter plants by runners that grow horizontally.  New plants can be produced every 6 to 18 days (Ramey, 2001), 
and one plant is capable of  producing enough daughter plants to cover 6500 square ft in 1 year (Godfrey, 2000a).  
Each flower produces from 3 to 450 seeds per fruit, and seeds remain viable for up to 20 years (Batcher, 2000).  
The seeds mainly sink to the bottom of  the water and remain dormant until a drought (Ramey, 2001).  The seeds 
may also be dispersed by flowing water and migratory waterfowl.  Both intentional and unintentional dispersal (e.g., 
as a result of  moving contaminated boats between water bodies) by humans is also common.  Many infestations 
are the result of  deliberate introduction or the disposal of  excess plants from someone’s water garden (Godfrey, 
2000a).  

By clogging waterways and displacing native aquatic species, water hyacinth disrupts many natural settings and 
causes serious ecological and economic damage.  Waterfowl and other wildlife habitat may be critically altered by 
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these infestations because they displace native aquatic plant communities and obscure water sources.  Potential 
problems include reduced oxygen and light availability, altered invertebrate and vertebrate communities, increased 
nutrient concentrations, increased temperatures, impeded water flow, clogged intake pumps, decreased power 
generation, and reduced recreational access (Batcher, 2000).  Mats of  hyacinth are also ideal breeding grounds for 
mosquitoes and other insects that act as vectors for disease (Ramey, 2001).  Water hyacinth mats can significantly 
increase the loss of  water in lakes and rivers because of  the high rate of  evaporation from their leaves (Godfrey, 
2000a).  

Water Milfoil: Cal-IPC Category – High; CDFA Rating – C; and Parrot’s Feather: Cal-IPC Category – High, 
Red Alert 

Water milfoil is native to Eurasia, while parrot’s feather is native to South America.  Parrot’s feather and water 
milfoil are both submerged aquatic plants with whorled feathery leaves that form dense mats of  vegetation that 
take root along the water’s substrate and then branch profusely once they are near the water’s surface (Bossard et 
al., 2000; Godfrey, 2000b).  Both of  these species are found growing in slow-moving to still waters at lower 
elevations.  They also have the ability to establish on dry ground and then grow into the water source.  They prefer 
silty, inorganic soils, but may persist on many types of  substrates (Washington Water Quality Program, 2002).  
Water milfoil and parrot’s feather are often found on disturbed water surfaces in areas with high nutrient runoff  
(Bossard et al., 2000; Godfrey, 2000b).  

Both species rely on vegetative reproduction for spreading and dispersal.  While water milfoil does produce viable 
seed, it is not thought that sexual reproduction is a major factor in the spread of  this species (Washington Water 
Quality Program, 2002).  Parrot’s feather is incapable of  producing seed outside its native range (Godfrey, 2000b).  
Sometime during the growing season, the colonies go through autofragmentation, when the plant produces roots 
at the leaf  nodes and then becomes brittle and breaks apart (Washington Water Quality Program, 2002).  
Therefore, one small piece is capable of  resulting in a new colony.  Both species die back during winter, but will 
over-winter in warmer climates (i.e., in waters where temperatures do not drop below 50 degrees) (Bossard et al., 
2000; Aiken et al. 1979 as cited in Bossard et al. 2000; Godfrey, 2000b).  

Water milfoil is considered more of  a pest, but both species have similar effects on the habitats they occupy.  The 
species choke out waterways, shade out native aquatic species, reduce wildlife habitat values, interfere with 
recreational opportunities (i.e., boating, fishing, swimming), create stagnant waters perfect for mosquito 
reproduction, and increase water temperatures (Washington Water Quality Program, 2002; Bossard et al., 2000; 
Godfrey, 2000b).  Water milfoil has been reported to increase phosphorus and nitrogen levels in waters when it is 
decomposing, and it can raise the pH and decrease available oxygen.  Other threats include increased flooding 
problems and obstruction of  irrigation pumps and water intakes (Bossard et al., 2000; Godfrey, 2000b).  

Curly-Leaf Pondweed: Cal-IPC Category – Moderate 

Curly-leaf  pondweed is a submersed, rhizomatous, perennial aquatic plant native to Eurasia.  The plant produces a 
flattened branching stem up to 3 ft long.  The species tolerates a wide range of  climatic conditions, including very 
low water temperatures and low light intensities.  It prefers silt or clay but also occurs in gravel or sand substrates 
(Minnesota Department of  Natural Resources, 2005).  
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Curly-leaf  pondweed reproduces by seeds and turions from late June to August depending on water temperature.  
Turions are thick fleshy shoots that develop in early spring from axillary buds along the stem and tend to drop off  
by early summer.  A single plant may produce more than 900 turions in one year.  Curly-leaf  pondweed actively 
grows during the winter and dies back in mid-summer.  Approximately 960 seeds can be produced from a single 
plant during one growing season, but germination rarely occurs (Minnesota Department of  Natural Resources, 
2005).  

Curly leaf  pondweed often grows in dense stands, covering large areas of  the water surface.  The ability of  the 
plant to quickly develop by spring or early summer may result in a reduction of  water flow through irrigation 
canals, cause a restriction of  water-based recreation activities, and a nuisance in fisheries.  Curly leaf  pondweed 
displaces native plant communities by rapidly growing above native aquatic species, thus impeding and reducing 
desirable plant production.  Plants usually die back in late summer, which results in rafts of  dying plants piling up 
on shorelines, and often is followed by an increase in phosphorus, a nutrient, and undesirable algal blooms 
(Minnesota Natural Resources Department, 2005). 

Spongeplant: CDFA Rating – Q 

Spongeplant is an aquatic perennial plant native to South America that grows in dense floating mats or roots in 
mud on wetland edges.  It is found in the slow-moving water of  streams, sloughs, and lakes, or stranded along 
shore and in marshes.  

Spongeplant reproduces rapidly by both seed and stolons.  Seeds are shed above water but germinate when 
submerged, and the seedlings float to the surface where they grow rapidly.  Individual seeds are covered with small 
spines and the seeds, when shed, are contained in a gelatinous mass; both readily attach to watercraft and if  they 
should become established in navigable waterways are likely to spread rapidly and widely (Hrusa, 2008).  Waterfowl 
and other wildlife species may also distribute seeds (Wisconsin Department of  Natural Resources, 2012).  
Spongeplant negatively affects water quality, fish, and wildlife habitat, and may hinder navigation and recreational 
use (Wisconsin Department of  Natural Resources, 2012). 

 



........................................................................................................................ 

A P P E N D I X  F  

C U L T U R A L  R E S O U R C E S  E X I S T I N G  
C O N D I T I O N S  R E P O R T  
 
 
  



........................................................................................................................ 

 



 

 
 

 
 

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND RESOURCE 
ASSESSMENT:  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER CONSERVANCY  

MASTER PLAN UPDATE & EIR 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

Melissa Erikson 
The Planning Center / DC&E 

1625 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94709 

(510) 848-3815 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
 

C. Kristina Roper, M.A., RPA 
Sierra Valley Cultural Planning 

41845 Sierra Drive 
Three Rivers, CA 93271 

 
Historic Overview by Jon L. Brady 

(with William B. Secrest, Jr., and Justin M. Brady) 
 
 

August 2013 

------- $i1ERRA CULTURAL PLANNING 
'I ALLEY 



Existing Conditions and Resources Assessment: Cultural Resources Page 1 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

    page 
1.0  INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................................... 2 
 
2.0  SETTING .................................................................................................................. 3 

2.1 The Natural Environment ....................................................................................... 3 
2.2 The Prehistoric Period ........................................................................................... 4 
2.3 The Ethnographic Period ....................................................................................... 6 
2.4 Historic Period (by Jon L. Brady with William B. Secrest, Jr. and Justin M. Brady) 8 

The Early Years (1849-1899) ................................................................................... 8 
The Formative Years (1900-1980) ......................................................................... 12 
A New Day on the San Joaquin River .................................................................... 17 

 
3.0 EXISTING RESOURCES ........................................................................................ 19 

3.1 Records Search ................................................................................................... 19 
3.2 Cultural Resource Identification within the Parkway Planning Area ..................... 19 

Native American Sites ............................................................................................ 19 
Historic-Era Sites ................................................................................................... 19 

 
4.0 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION ................................................................. 21 
 
5.0 OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS WITH RECOMMENDATIONS ............... 21 

5.1 Opportunities ....................................................................................................... 22 
5.2 Constraints .......................................................................................................... 22 
5.3 Recommendations ............................................................................................... 22 

 
REFERENCES CITED .................................................................................................. 23 
 
QUALIFICATIONS OF PREPARERS ........................................................................... 28 
 
ATTACHMENT 1:  Records Search Results 
ATTACHMENT 2:  Table of Ownership of lands along both sides of the San Joaquin 

River from 1891 through 1936.  
ATTACHMENT 3: Native American Consultation



Existing Conditions and Resources Assessment: Cultural Resources Page 2 

1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 The San Joaquin River Conservancy was established by the California State Legislature 
in 1992 to develop, operate and maintain the San Joaquin River Parkway, which runs along 
either side of the river from Friant Dam to Highway 99 in Madera and Fresno Counties (Public 
Resources Code §32500-32520).  In passing the San Joaquin River Conservancy Act, the state 
of California found that  
 

“…the San Joaquin River, its broad corridors, and its prominent bluffs constitute 
a unique and important environmental, cultural, scientific, agricultural, 
educational, recreational, scenic, flood water conveyance, and wildlife resource 
that should be preserved for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and 
future generations.” 

 
 In its enabling legislation, the State Legislature directed the Conservancy to: 

 Implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, a 22-mile regional greenspace 
and in the river-bottom extending from Friant Dam to Highway 99, with an 
interconnected trail system and recreational and educational features; 

 Acquire approximately 5900 acres from willing sellers; 
 Operate and manage those lands for public enjoyment consistent with protection of 

natural resources; 
 Protect, enhance and restore riparian and riverine habitat, and ecological diversity; and 
 Facilitate the development of the Parkway, garner public support, and secure its future. 

 The Conservancy is updating their existing Master Plan (adopted and certified 
December 1997).  The updated Master Plan will provide goals, objectives, and policies guiding 
Conservancy actions.  Adoption of the updated plan requires preparation of a program-level 
Environmental Impact Report, as specified in the implementing regulations of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; as amended December 2009).   
 
 The Planning Center / DC&E has contracted with the Conservancy to prepare a program 
level EIR.  The EIR will include, among other components, a summary of existing conditions and 
resource assessments of the physical setting, biological and cultural resources, infrastructure 
and hydrology, traffic and circulation, as well as opportunities and constraints.   
 
 Sierra Valley Cultural Planning (SVCP) has completed a cultural resources assessment 
for the San Joaquin River parkway to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. Specific tasks included: 
 

  a search of archaeological base maps, records, and reports on file at the Southern San 
Joaquin Valley Information Center at CSU Bakersfield (Attachment 1); 
 

 review of reports on file with SVCP and local historic records repositories; 
 

 consultation with local historical societies and individuals with knowledge of the area’s 
history; 
 

 consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and local Native American 
groups; and; 
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 spot-checking of potential historic sites. 
 

 This report summarizes known information of documented cultural resources and 
provides an historic context for evaluation of cultural resources. It includes attachments which 
document changes in property owners during the historic era, mapped locations of known and 
suspected archaeological and historic structure sites, and cultural resources records for 
documented resources within the study area. 
 

   
Figure 1. Location of 22-Mile Study Area, San Joaquin River between Friant Dam and SR 

99, Fresno County, CA. 
 
 
 

2.0  SETTING 
 

2.1 The Natural Environment 
 The Study Area includes the 22-mile reach of the San Joaquin River between Friant 
Dam on the northeast, and State Route 99 on the southwest.  Some portions of the river 
channel have been severely altered by grazing and agriculture, sand and gravel extraction, and 
recreational activities; in these areas little native vegetation remains.  Other stretches of the 
river support a variety of wildlife and a diverse riparian forest that is over one-half-mile wide in 
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some locations.  Topography is characterized by level terrain rising to the eastern low hills.  
Soils within the project area include coarse sandy loams formed from old granitic alluvium 
underlain by strongly cemented hardpan. Elevation ranges from approximately 230 to 400 ft (70 
-122 m) above mean sea level. 
 

Prior to EuroAmerican intrusion and settlement in the region, the San Joaquin Valley 
was an extensive wetland with contiguous rivers, sloughs, and lakes.  Stands of trees -- 
sycamore, cottonwoods, oaks and willows -- lined the higher elevation stream courses with 
dense stands of tule rushes in lower wetland areas.  The lush riverine habitat provided an 
abundance of aquatic plants, anadromous and freshwater fish, beaver, and other resources 
heavily relied upon prior to 20th-century development. Historically the San Joaquin River had 
two annual salmon runs. Rivers and lakes yielded fish, mussels, and pond turtles; migratory 
waterfowl nested in the dense tules. Tule elk, deer and pronghorn antelope found ample forage.  
Grizzly bears roamed the riparian corridors and adjacent grasslands.  Smaller mammals and 
birds, including jackrabbits, raccoons, skunks, ground squirrels, and quail were abundant.   

 
2.2 The Prehistoric Period 

The San Joaquin Valley and adjacent Sierran foothills and Coast Range have a long and 
complex cultural history with distinct regional patterns that extend back more than 11,000 years 
(McGuire 1995).  The first generally agreed-upon evidence for the presence of prehistoric 
peoples in the region is represented by the distinctive basally-thinned and fluted projectile 
points, found on the margins of extinct lakes in the San Joaquin Valley. These projectiles, often 
compared to Clovis points, have been found at three localities in the San Joaquin Valley 
including along the Pleistocene shorelines of former Tulare Lake.  Based on evidence from 
these sites and other well-dated contexts elsewhere, these Paleo-Indian hunters who used 
these spear points existed during a narrow time range of 11550 cal B.C. to 8550 cal B.C. 
(Rosenthal et al. 2007). 

 
 As a result of climate change at the end of the Pleistocene, a period of extensive 
deposition occurred throughout the lowlands of central California, burying many older landforms 
and providing a distinct break between Pleistocene and subsequent occupations during the 
Holocene.  Another period of deposition, also a product of climate change, had similar results 
around 7550 cal B.C., burying some of the oldest archaeological deposits discovered in 
California (Rosenthal and Meyer 2004).   

 
The Lower Archaic (8550-5550 cal B.C.) is characterized by an apparent contrast in 

economies; although it is possible they may be seasonal expressions of the same economy.  
Archaeological deposits which date to this period on the valley floor frequently include only large 
stemmed spear points, suggesting an emphasis on large game such as artiodactyls (Wallace 
1991).  Recent discoveries in the adjacent Sierra Nevada have yielded distinct milling 
assemblages which clearly indicate a reliance on plant foods.  Investigations at Copperopolis 
(LaJeunesse and Pryor 1996) argue that nut crops were the primary target of seasonal plant 
exploitation.  Assemblages at these foothill sites include dense accumulations of handstones, 
millingslabs, and various cobble-core tools, representing “frequently visited camps in a 
seasonally structured settlement system” (Rosenthal et al. 2007:152). During the Lower Archaic, 
regional interaction spheres were well established. Marine shell from the central California coast 
has been found in early Holocene contexts in the Great Basin east of the Sierra Nevada, and 
eastern Sierra obsidian comprises a large percentage of flaked stone debitage and tools 
recovered from sites on both sides of the Sierra (Rosenthal et al. 2007:152). 
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 About 8,000 years ago, many California cultures shifted the main focus of their 
subsistence strategies from hunting to nut and seed gathering, as evidenced by the increase in 
food-grinding implements found in archeological sites dating to this period. This cultural pattern 
is best known for southern California, where it has been termed the Milling Stone Horizon 
(Wallace 1954, 1978a), but recent studies suggest that the horizon may be more widespread 
than originally described and is found throughout the central region during the Middle Archaic 
Period. Dates associated with this period vary between 9,000 and 2,000 cal BP, although most 
cluster in the 6,800 to 4,500 cal BP range (Basgall and True 1985).  
 
 On the valley floor, early Middle Archaic sites are relatively rare; this changes 
significantly toward the end of the Middle Archaic.  In central California late Middle Archaic 
settlement focused on river courses on the valley floor. “Extended residential settlement at 
these sites is indicated by refined and specialized tool assemblages and features, a wide range 
of nonutilitarian artifacts, abundant trade objects, and plant and animal remains indicative of 
year-round occupation” (Rosenthal et al. 2007:154).  Again, climate change apparently influence 
this shift, with warmer, drier conditions prevailing throughout California.  The shorelines of many 
lakes, including Tulare Lake, contracted substantially, while at the same time rising sea levels 
favored the expansion of the San Joaquin/Sacramento Delta region, with newly formed 
wetlands extending eastward from the San Francisco Bay.    
 
 In contrast with rare early Middle Archaic sites on the valley floor, early Middle Archaic 
sites are relatively common in the Sierran foothills, and their recovered, mainly utilitarian 
assemblages show relatively little change from the preceding period with a continued emphasis 
on acorns and pine nuts.  Few bone or shell artifacts, beads, or ornaments have been 
recovered from these localities.  Projectile points from this period reflect a high degree of 
regional morphological variability, with an emphasis on local toolstone material supplemented 
with a small amount of obsidian from eastern sources. In contrast with the more elaborate 
mortuary assemblages and extended burial mode documented at Valley sites, burials sites 
documented at some foothill sites such as CA-FRE-61 on Wahtoke Creek are reminiscent of 
“re-burial” features reported from Milling Stone Horizon sites in southern California.  These re-
burials are characterized by re-interment of incomplete skeletons often capped with inverted 
millingstones (McGuire 1995:57). 
 
 A return to colder and wetter conditions marked the Upper Archaic in Central California 
(550 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1100).  Previously desiccated lakes returned to spill levels and 
increased freshwater flowed in the San Joaquin and Sacramento watershed.  Cultural patterns 
as reflected in the archeological record, particularly specialized subsistence practices, emerged 
during this period.   The archeological record becomes more complex, as specialized 
adaptations to locally available resources were developed and valley populations expanded into 
the lower Sierran foothills. New and specialized technologies expanded and distinct shell bead 
types occurred across the region.  The range of subsistence resources utilized and exchange 
systems expanded significantly from the previous period. In the Central Valley, archaeological 
evidence of social stratification and craft specialization is indicated by well-made artifacts such 
as charmstones and beads, often found as mortuary items.  
 
 The period between approximately cal A.D. 1000 and Euro-American contact is referred 
to as the Emergent Period.  The Emergent Period is marked by the introduction of bow and 
arrow technology which replaced the dart and atlatl at about cal A.D. 1000 and 1300.  In the 
San Joaquin region, villages and small residential sites developed along the many stream 
courses in the lower foothills and along the river channels and sloughs of the valley floor. A local 
form of pottery was developed in the southern Sierran foothills along the Kaweah River.  While 
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many sites with rich archaeological assemblages have been documented in the northern 
Central Valley, relatively few sites have been documented from this period in the southern 
Sierran foothills and adjacent valley floor, despite the fact that the ethnographic record suggests 
dense populations for this region. 
 
2.3 The Ethnographic Period 
 Prior to EuroAmerican settlement, most of the San Joaquin Valley and the bordering 
foothills of the Sierra Nevada and Diablo Range were inhabited by speakers of Yokutsan 
languages.  The bulk of the Valley and Foothill Yokuts people lived on the eastern side of the 
San Joaquin Valley.  The study area falls within territory occupied by several Yokuts tribes 
including the Foothill Yokuts Wakichi, Kachaye, and Dumna, and the Valley Yokuts Hoyim’a, 
and the Pitkachi.   
 
 The Wakichi occupied the southern side of the San Joaquin River at its confluence with 
Little Dry Creek (see Figure 2).  The village of Holowichniu, near the former town of Millerton, 
was in their territory (Kroeber 1925:484, Plate 47).   The Kechaye claimed territory upstream 
from the Wakichi along the south bank of the San Joaquin, and included the former town of 
Millerton, now beneath the waters of Millerton Lake. Immediately across from the Kechaye were 
the Dumna, whose major village of A’tbu (also known as Kuyu Illik) was previously located at 
the former settlement of Millerton.  Another Dumna village, Dinishneu, was at Bellevue (Gayton 
1948, Kroeber 1925, Latta 1999, Spier 1978).  
 
 The Hoyim’a (Latta’s Hoyumne) held the north side of the river between the foothills and 
the Big Bend at Mendota, and occupied numerous villages in close proximity to the study area.  
“About a half mile below the Herndon Bridge was the Hoyumne village of Chayou. Another 
Hoyumne village was located about three miles upstream from the Herndon Bridge across the 
San Joaquin River. It was named Atabau.  On both sides of the San Joaquin River, about two 
miles above Lane’s Bridge, was the Hoyumne village of Yimshau. On the north side of the San 
Joaquin River and about three miles above the mouth of Big Dry Creek was the Hoyumne 
village of Moloyu” (Latta 1999:161).   
 
 The Pitkachi lived across the river from the Hoyim’a. Two villages are placed within the 
study area: Gewacheu was located on a site above Herminghaus Ranch (known as Rancho de 
los Californios). Kohuou was situated at the present community of Herndon.  
 
 Finally, the Gashou (Kroeber 1925) or Gashowu (Spier 1978), while not  directly  
occupying  lands along  the  San  Joaquin River,  were   nonetheless directly  linked to  their 
neighbors  to  the  north along the San Joaquin through close social and economic ties.  “They 
intermarried, camped together while fishing, jointly exploited acorn- or seed-gathering grounds 
with these peoples and attended their social and ceremonial gathering” (Wallace 1987:135). 
 
 The Native American occupants of the San Joaquin Valley and adjoining Sierra Nevada 
foothills were hunters and gatherers who depended on the seasonal procurement of locally 
abundant vegetal, riverine, and terrestrial faunal resources.  Principal villages were situated 
along permanent stream courses, while temporary camp sites and special use areas were 
scattered throughout their territory.  Bedrock milling sites, the most visible vestige of Native 
American occupation, were located in rock boulders and outcrops above perennial stream 
courses and in scattered locations throughout the Fresno Plains along intermittent stream 
courses where conditions favored the presence of localized pools or wells of fresh water 
(Meighan and Dillon 1987:326-327).  At the time of contact in the late 1700s, the abundance of    
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Figure 2.  Ethnographic Tribal Areas in Fresno County, California (adapted from drawing by Tim 

Seymour in Meighan and Dillon 1987). 
 
resources in the valley and adjoining foothills provided a nearly sedentary life, with high 
population density typically limited elsewhere to agricultural adaptations (Baumhoff 1963).    
 
 For peoples living along salmon-rich stretches of the San Joaquin River, salmon 
provided not only a rich food source full of fat and protein, but also a means of income.  The 
Kechaye, like the Pitcachi who were located downstream in the vicinity of modern-day Herndon, 
ran a salmon-spearing business.  A local Yokuts elder, Pahmit, stated “Them Kechaye let 
everybody come spear salmon at their good place, but they make everybody pay for it.  Them 
Kechaye Chief get things from his people and pay to Chief them Kechaye” (Latta 1999:162).   
Kianu was the main Kechaye village and salmon-spearing depot.  During salmon season, “every 
bush and most of the ground in the vicinity was red with drying fish” (Latta 1999:162). 
 
 Much of what we know of traditional Native American lifeways comes to us through the 
work of ethnographers who worked diligently in the early 1900s to collect and preserve Native 
languages and information about traditional lifeways.  Ethnographers such as Anna Gayton, of 
the University of California at Berkeley, and Frank Latta, former teacher and curator of the Kern 
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County Museum, who spent most of his 90 years living in the San Joaquin valley, relied on 
Native informants living in the area.  
 Frank Latta, over a span of 55 years, interviewed over 200 Yokuts elders including 
Pahmit, also called Bill Wilson, who was a full-blooded Dumna born at Kuyu Illik (the site of Fort 
Miller) at about 1831. His grandfather was Tomkit, or Tom Wilson, chief of the Dumna Yokuts at 
Kuyu Illik. His father, Dawk-taw (also called Tap-pah), was a Dumna chief.  His uncle Tó-mas 
was chief of the Kit-cha-ye (Latta’s Kechaye) tribe, located downstream from the Dumna.   
Pahmit lived to be over 100 years in age, and provided extensive information about pre-Anglo 
life along the San Joaquin. He also lived to see incredible changes in his homeland.  In his book 
Handbook of Yokuts Indians Latta (1999) includes a statement by Pahmit regarding Dumna life 
and the many changes brought about by Anglo-American settlement of the San Joaquin Valley 
and adjacent Sierran foothills.  This very intimate picture chronicles the arrival of Major James 
Savage at Kuyu Illik, subsequent construction of Camp Barbour and Fort Miller, the treaty 
negotiations, and the forced removal of Native peoples from many parts of the San Joaquin 
Valley and their subsequent removal to Fort Miller and the Fresno River Reservation (Latta 
1999:657-666). 
 Pahmit’s descendants still live in the Sierran foothills and across the state.  Pahmit had a 
half sister named Yet-choo-nook, also called Ellen, who married a white man named Perry 
Murphy. Ellen and Perry Murphy had three boys and three girls.  One of the boys, Ewell, 
married Ellen Buffalo; they had one child, Caroline.  Caroline later married Nicomus Turner and 
they had several children including Norma (Turner) Behill, who lived in Auberry and was a well-
known and accomplished basketmaker (Kientz 2002: 37-38). Norma gathered the sedge roots, 
deer brush and other materials she used in her basketry construction from along the banks of 
the San Joaquin and other water courses in the area.   
 
 Numerous accounts of Valley Yokuts lifeways offer details of pre-European land use in 
the San Joaquin Valley.  The reader is referred to Gayton (1948), Kroeber (1925), Latta (1999), 
Spier (1978), and Wallace (1978b) for additional information on pre-contact Yokuts subsistence 
and culture. 
 
2.4 Historic Period (by Jon L. Brady with William B. Secrest, Jr., and Justin M. Brady) 
The Early Years (1849-1899) 
 What is now known as the San Joaquin River Parkway has a rich and colorful history, 
dating back more than 150 years.  For the first half-century of that period, patterns of 
exploitation, irrigation, transportation, and settlement between present-day State Route (SR) 99 
and Friant Dam became established firmly. 
 
 The first settlement near the Parkway was on the San Joaquin River, a couple of miles 
above the present-day community of Friant.  Rootville, later renamed Millerton, was a mining 
town that served the needs of gold-seekers who had migrated south from the Mother Lode area 
as the placers were played out.  As the mining community began to grow, conflicts between 
local Native American tribes and the miners and settlers began to escalate.   This resulted in the 
establishment of a military fort above present-day Friant in 1851, ensuring protection of the 
white settlers and miners against any retaliation on the part of Native Americans.  The fort was 
named in honor of Major Albert S. Miller, commander of the Army Station at Benicia, California, 
in 1853 (Roper et al. 2008:11; Vandor 1919:81; Winchell 1933:24; see Figure 3).  
  
 Mineralogist William P. Parks, who was traveling with the Williamson government 
topographical  survey team,  explored the area  during  the  summer of 1853.  The group was   
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Figure 3.   Map of the town of Millerton (Clough and Secrest 1984:68). 

 
investigating the feasibility of a transcontinental railroad route within California.  Parks arrived 
with his party at Fort Miller on July 25, 1853, and noted in his itinerary notes that gold “is found 
in the bed of the river in considerable quantity” (Vandor 1919:83).  Parks’ observations were 
borne out by the fact that as early as 1852, miners were already mining the banks of the river.  
According to one source (Winchell 1933:22), Jesse Morrow, William Bowers, Brigham James, 
and Theodore Thule Strombeck a prospected a claim known as the “Jenny Lind.”  It was located 
on the south side of the river on a “slaty reef” that crossed the river about a mile below the 
Millerton town site.  While earlier placer claims were likely located within today’s Parkway, the 
heavy floods of 1861-1862 and later creation of canal systems and Lake Millerton have 
undoubtedly obliterated evidence of their existence. 
 
 Millerton was isolated and in order to get freight to miners and settlers, it had to be 
brought up the San Joaquin River from Stockton.  The most common mode of early 
transportation was by steamboat, up the San Joaquin River during high waters.  Most of the 
steamers could only reach what later became known as Sycamore Point, which was located 
about one mile upstream from the old Skaggs Bridge near the present-day community of Biola.  
Some lighter-draft boats were able to travel further up the river, up to where SR 99 now crosses 
the river.  From these two points, freight was hauled to the northeastern settlements by mule 
packs and freight wagons.  More importantly was provisioning Fort Miller between 1852 and 
1856 when the fort was abandoned, but reactivated during the Civil War. 
 
 During the wet months, moving freight overland from Sycamore Point was treacherous. 
Consequently, it became necessary to build a roadway “…along the San Joaquin bluffs on the 
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south side of the river from the flat lands below the canyon throat to the Fort” (Winchell 
1933:24).  Once completed, government wagons and teamsters hauled freight along the road 
regularly between Sycamore Point and the fort (Winchell 1933:24).   
 
 Freight transported overland from Stockton arrived at Converse’s Ferry, which was 
established in 1853.   Built and operated by Charles P. Converse and W.W. Worland at the 
present-day Friant site, it would eventually become a major crossing on the Stockton-Los 
Angeles Road.  Alternative names were the Millerton Road or the Stockton-Visalia Road 
(Jensen 1965:120), especially for the Butterfield Overland Stage Line that connected the 
eastern part of the country with California (Brady 1985).   
 
 In 1863, the popularity of this ferry/crossing enticed Colonel James Richardson Jones to 
establish a hotel, grocery store, and saloon on the north and opposite side of the river.  
Unfortunately, a heavy flood season in the winter of 1867 destroyed both the Jones and 
Converse operations.  Rather than rebuild the ferry, Converse sold it to Jones, who died in 
1877.  At the time of his death, the location of the hotel, grocery store, and saloon was known 
as Jonesville (Roper et al. 2008:12).    
 
 Jones’ operation was sold to Alex Gordon and W.I. Miller who closed down the store, 
leaving its clerk, William R. Hampton, unemployed.  Three years later, Hampton was able to 
purchase 115 acres of land on the south side of the river across from Jones’ former operation.  
Here, he built a trading post and hotel and named it Hamptonville (Garcia 2010:48).  Roper et 
al. (2008:12) noted the following: 
 

 In 1881 a Post Office was established in the town known as 
Hamptonville (Kientz 2004:41).  When the Jenny Lind Bridge was constructed for 
the Friant-Madera Road in 1884 the need for a ferry came to an end.  While the 
stage coach line continued to be utilized, many residents were moving to the 
growing town of Fresno leaving Hamptonville with little activity. 
 

 At another point on the south side of the river, a supposed city sprung up in 1849.  It was 
Jose Antonio Castro’s Ciudad de Washington, literally City of Washington, just east of the 
present-day Rank Island Ecological Reserve and south of the former Ball Ranch.  According to 
one source (Garcia 2010:13) the name was given by Mexican Army General Jose Antonio 
Castro with the intent of creating a new community within his property called the El Rancho Del 
Rio San Joaquin, which was part of a land grant bestowed by the Governor of California, 
Manuel Micheltorena, in 1844; however, following California’s admission to the United States, 
the land grant was denied by the United States Supreme Court.  While much remains a mystery 
about this city, it did appear to contain a ferry.   Garcia (2010:10) notes that in a letter from a 
traveling merchant, dated July 20, 1851, there is a brief reference to “Alsbury’s ferry” located at 
Washington City.  Oddly enough, the location of Washington City appears on a number of 
maps.  It appears on an 1855 official map of California, as well as on the ‘Map of the Mining 
Regions in California” in the same year.   
 
 To further confuse this story, a Fort Washington trading post was established in the 
spring of 1850,  on the San Joaquin River about four miles below present-day Friant.  It remains 
unclear as to whether this post was located at the same location as Castro’s Ciudad de 
Washington. J.M. Cassidy and Major Lane created this enterprise in the river bottom, and Fort 
Washington remains the name used for this locality.  Later that summer both men washed for 
gold about eight miles up the river, at a place “remembered as ‘Cassidy’s Bar’” (Winchell 
1933:19).   
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Figure 3.  This is how the bridge may have appeared in the latter 1800s (Courtesy of 

Sycamore Island Park).  
 
 
 Further south along the river, as its line moved south down the valley floor, the Central 
Pacific Railroad constructed a bridge across the San Joaquin River in 1872.  On the south bank 
of the river, adjacent to the bridge, Sycamore Station (present-day Herndon) was created.  
Smaller steamers used it as a port to offload freight bound for Millerton and points beyond 
(Vandor 1919:81).  Sycamore Station also became an important conventional ferry crossing.  In 
1881, the old ferry was replaced with a new ferry scow, approximately sixty-five feet in length 
(Vandor 1919:81).  Figure 3, an early photo of Lane’s Bridge, illustrates what these early 
railroad bridges may have looked like. 
 
 Sycamore Point took on more prominence in 1880, when the Upper San Joaquin 
Irrigation Company decided to build a canal that would deliver San Joaquin River water to farms 
southwest of Sycamore Point.  The irrigation company envisioned the canal being able to water 
approximately 250,000 acres of farm land.  Construction began in 1880 and ended in 1882. The 
headwaters for this canal were located in Section 7, Township 11 South, Range 21 East, just 
below Hamptonville (present-day Friant).  The company built an 800-foot wide dam across the 
channel, with the intention of raising the river at least six feet above its normal flow.  The canal 
extended along the south side of the river, through Sycamore Point and all points southwest.  
Unfortunately, this project was abandoned because of the poor ditch bank soil, which made the 
canals unable to hold water securely.  
 
 The river was also forded in the general location of the current location of the bridge on 
SR 41.  In the latter 1800s, Lane’s Bridge was constructed north and east of current bridge 
across the San Joaquin River on SR 41.  Although there is little information on the original 
bridge, a post card that depicts the bridge in the early 20th century is shown above. 
 

2321 - SAN JOAQUlN JUVBR, CALlPORNlA, LI.NB'S BRIDGE NBAR PRBSKO. 
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The Formative Years (1900-1980) 
Commercial Ventures 
 During this period, a number of sand and gravel businesses began to degrade areas 
along the San Joaquin River in what would later become the San Joaquin River Parkway.  A few 
of these operations continue today. Increased farming and ranching activities were also being 
seen in the general river bottom area.   
 
 One of the first sand and gravel operations on the river, near the community of Friant, 
was the San Joaquin Rock and Gravel Company that operated on a gravel pit owned by two 
men known as Wishon and Durfy.  The company had started their operation prior to 1910, but in 
1915 the operation was taken over by the Grant Rock and Gravel Company, which had been 
organized that same year.  The gravel pit was located in Section 18, Township 11 South, Range 
21 East, approximately one mile southeast of Friant.  This operation covered approximately 400 
acres.  The Southern Pacific provided a railroad spur track into the gravel pit off the old Pollasky 
line that ran from Fresno to Hamptonville (present-day Friant) (California Bureau of Mines 
1920:70-72). 
 
 The Service Rock Company quarried 600 acres of land abutting the San Joaquin River 
back in the 1920s.  Its location was near the old community of El Prado, located at the junction 
of San Joaquin & Eastern and Southern Pacific railroads, approximately six miles north-
northwest of the city of Clovis (The Fresno Bee 1963: Editorial Page).  San Joaquin & Eastern 
Railroad was constructed after the Pollasky line’s completion to service the Big Creek project. 
 
 In the mid-20th century, one of the largest sand and gravel companies operating in 
Fresno County was Stewart & Nuss, Inc., a concrete, paving and general construction firm 
founded in 1918 by Charles W. Stewart (1887-1984) and Claude Edward Nuss (1889-1957; 
Keeler 1993; California Death Index, 1940-1997). The firm helped build various public and 
private developments during its existence, and was ever-hungering for new and least expensive 
material sources (Brady et al. 2011:14).   
 
 To this end, Stewart and Nuss opened an excavation and processing plant in 1936, near 
the intersection of the San Joaquin River and Highway 99, where gravel, sand and rock was 
plentiful.  Its Herndon Rock Plant was located on the south side of the San Joaquin River, just 
west of the present alignment of SR 99.  The plant was in continuous service through the mid-
1950s (Brady et al. 2011:14).   
  
 By 1961, Stewart and Nuss had begun to work a 158-acre parcel owned by Oscar 
Spano on the west side of the San Joaquin River-Highway 41 intersection, on the Fresno 
County side. After two years, it was deemed necessary to expand onto the nearby Sycamore 
Island Ranch property.  Some 356 acres were leased from the James Moen family, owners of 
the ranch, and operations commenced in February 1963 (Coyle 1963:1-B).  This enhanced 
enterprise continued into the late 1990s.  
 
 With the departure of the Moens’ two children, neither of whom were interested in 
ranching or other ventures, and the return of the Sycamore Island Ranch to non-commercial 
purposes, the family elected to sell the property in November 2006.  It was purchased by the 
San Joaquin Conservancy, a State of California agency, for $6.6 million (Brady et al. 2011:16). 
 
 As early as 1924, the Grant Rock and Gravel Company operated a gravel pit on the 
Madera side of the river.  The gravel operation was on a 160-acre parcel located in Section 25, 
Township 11 South, Range 20 East (Progressive Map Services 1936:Sheet 26).  According to a 
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brief article in the Fresno Bee (1964: Editorial Page), in the 1920s the company purchased a 
$10,000 locomotive for transporting rock from the gravel pit to Friant.  It is unclear as to when 
the rock company ceased its San Joaquin River operations. 
 
 The Anderson Rock and Gravel Company operated a gravel pit just east of the Moen 
property.  Brady et al. (2011:16-17) noted that the Anderson Company was working a pit on 
land then owned Proctor, Broadwell and Cobb.  Moen, the former owner of the Sycamore Island 
Ranch, noted that in 1954 the land may have belonged to Oscar Spano.  In research conducted 
by William B. Secrest, Jr. (Brady et al. 2011:16) it was established that Anderson commenced 
operations circa 1954 and worked the 300-acre parcel continuously through 2003.  The Madera 
Tribune (2007) reported the sale of the same property in 2003 to the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy.  However, the author of the article, Ramona Frances, noted that the public was 
not allowed to take nature walks until 2007.  Removal of equipment used in the pits caused the 
delay. 
 
 In 1951 the Department of Interior (Plate 31) reported additional gravel and sand 
operations along the San Joaquin River as follows: 
 

 Fresno County Granite, located in Section 18, Township 11 South, Range 21 East; 
 The River View Rock Company, operating a pit in Section 27, Township 12 South, 

Range 19 East; 
 Pacific Cost Aggregates Inc., located in Section 36, Township 11 South, Range 20 East; 

and 
 Bent and Griffith Company, located in Section 13, Township 11 South, Range 20 East. 

 Two other notable properties along the San Joaquin River bottom are those of Norman 
Liddell and Don Underdown.  These properties are located just north of the present-day Sierra 
Sky Park airport, on the south side of the river.  The Liddell property, located west of 
Underdown’s 286-acre parcel, is approximately 138 acres in extent.  The Underdown family 
extracted sand and gravel from both properties for many years. In 1987,  Underdown offered to 
sell his property to the City of Fresno (Rose 1987), but in 1988 the property was purchased by 
the State after the legislature authorized an expenditure of $875,000 for the land, which covered 
a one and one-quarter miles of the south bank of the river.  Significantly, this was the first 
purchase of land for the San Joaquin River Parkway (Sotero 1988). 
 
 Norman Liddell also offered to sell his 138-parcel at or below market value at the same 
time, with the City of Fresno apparently declining to purchase it (Rose 1987).  Liddell then 
concluded a 30-year lease of 65.5 acres to Gary Hooper, for the purpose of building a driving 
range and putting course. The driving range is located on Milburn Avenue and fronts a part of 
the south bank of the river, just past the Herndon Bluffs real estate development (Farris 1991).  
This venture was later named the Inglewood Golf Course and Driving Range. 
 
 Other golf courses along the south side of the river include the Riverside Municipal Golf 
Course, located near Herndon; the Fig Garden Golf Course, located at the end of Van Ness 
Avenue; and the San Joaquin Country Club, located west of the Fig Garden Golf Course. On 
the north side of the river and opposite Rank Island is the Riverbend Golf Course. 
 
Social Organizations and Getting Away to the Beach 
 Private clubs and social organizations are also located on the river.  In 1945, the Cobb 
family established Wildwood Park.  It is located just east of SR 41 on the north side of the river.  
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Jim Cobb, in a 1992 interview (McCarthy 1992) indicated that his family owned the 30-acre 
parcel upon which the club is located.  He noted that the river bottom land was ideal for 
recreation, but went on to say that “…private property owners can’t pay the liability insurance 
necessary to allow public access.”   
 
 Social organizations that have been able to access the river include both the Boy and 
Girl Scouts of America.  After Stewart and Nuss shut down their Herndon Rock Plant, the Girl 
Scouts utilized a portion of the gravel pit for a camp.  It was located west of SR 99 and on the 
south side of the river.  The Sequoia Council of Boy Scouts also had a camp also on the south 
side of the river at Scout Island, dating from the early 1930s through 1972.  The Sequoia 
Council ran into financial difficulties in supporting the camp when funding, from groups like 
United Way, for the Boy Scouts of American began to dry up.  Scout Island was sold in 1972 for 
$50,000 to James R. Coson, president of Buckner Industries, Inc., a local sprinkler 
manufacturing concern (The Fresno Bee, 1992).           
   
 Eventually replacing the camp was a 32-acre parcel located on the south bank of the 
river, east of SR 99.  It would be dedicated on May 13, 1989 as the Charles S. Pashayan Scout 
Reservation and named for its donor, a Fresno businessman.  The site was later provided with 
picnic tables, barbecue pits and restrooms, donated by the Kiwanis Development Committee 
(The Fresno Bee 1989).  The camp can be accessed from Herndon Avenue via Weber Avenue. 
 
 During the early years of the twentieth century, Fresnans were without amenities such 
as central air conditioning.  Thus, weekends were often reserved for heading to the coast or 
seeking recreation on the river (Figure 4).  One spot used by many Fresnans was Fresno 
Beach, located at the bottom of the bluffs.  By 1914 the Fresno Traction Company was running 
streetcars from downtown Fresno up Wishon Avenue to Fresno Beach.  Eventually, the 
company shortened the trip by stopping at the bluffs, rather than going down to the river’s edge 
(Hamm 1979; The Fresno Bee, 1964).   According to Fresno Bee articles, Fresno Beach 
remained a popular cooling-off place as late as 1969. 
 
 Another popular beach in Fresno was Fort Washington Beach.  It could be reached by 
driving north on Blackstone, taking the Friant cutoff, then proceeding to the general area of Old 
Lane’s Bridge Road.  The swimming club located here offered swimming, picnic areas, 
barbecues, and plenty of shade.  A reference to the beach in the 1978 Fresno Bee suggests 
that the beach was once a popular place to visit. 
 
Farming and Ranching on the River 
 Many of the properties along what became the San Joaquin River Parkway started out 
as farms and ranches before eventually being leased out for sand and gravel extraction.   The 
following discussion is not meant to represent all of the landowners along the river between 
present-day SR 99 and Friant Dam.  Attachment 2 lists Fresno County-side property owners for 
1891, 1913, 1920, and 1936.  For the Madera side of the river, the only map available showing 
property owners  was one dated 1914; however, archival research has allowed the author to 
identify some of the property owners on that side  between 1940 and the present.   
 
 One of the oldest ranches on the north side of the river is that of the Cobb family, whose 
ownership dates back one hundred years ago.  The property is located on the north side of the 
river bottom, east of the current alignment of SR 41.  Eventually, the family opened Wildwood 
Park on the site in 1945, and later installed a self-service Christmas tree farm there as well 
(McCarthy 1992).  In 2006, the property was listed in the names of Proctor, Broadwell, and 
Cobb.   
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Figure 4.  View of the River around 1920 (Courtesy of Sycamore Island Park). 
 
 Some of the larger properties on the north side of the river include those of the Moen 
family, the Moreland family, the Coombs family, the Gunner family, and the Oberti family.  
James and Claire Moen came to the Madera area from Berkeley, California in the early 1940s to 
manage her family’s property  known as the Sycamore Island Ranch.  Eventually, the Moen 
family leased out the ranch to Stewart and Nuss, for sand and gravel extraction in the early 
1960s. West of the Moen property and opposite Scout Island was the property of William J. 
Moreland III.  The family sold this property to the Fresno County Office of Education in 2002.   
 
 Two other families owned property on the north side of the river near SR 99.  They 
included Gary, Stan, and Phillip Oberti, who owned land on the west side of SR 99, and Richard 
Gunner, who held land on the north side of the river near Herndon.  Both properties are now 
planted in orchards (McCarthy 1992). 
 
 Dennes Coombs, was a land developer and owner of the Riverbend Ranch in Madera 
County.   Coombs developed the Riverbend Golf Course just across the river from Rank Island 
which is located in Fresno County.   
 
 In Fresno County, the historic list of property owners within the Parkway is more 
complete.  The two largest property owners along the river just below Friant were the Ball and 
Rank families.  The Rank family owned Rank Island and has, at various times, grown cotton and 
grain there.  In the early 1990s, the island was used as pasturage.   In the 1940s Everett G. 
Rank, Sr. brought a federal suit to protect farmer’s water rights after Friant Dam was completed.  
Eventually, the case went all the way to the United States Supreme Court, where the federal 
government’s position was upheld (Grossi 1995).  The Rank family currently retains a portion of 
the island that is under lease to CEMEX, a commercial sand and gravel company, which is 
extracting gravel from the island.   
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 Just below Ledger Island, on the Fresno County side of the river, is the Ball Ranch of 
approximately 300 acres.  The late Harry Ball purchased the first parcel on the ranch in 1908.  
By 1990, the ranch included approximately 584 acres.  The ranch has been in the family 
continuously since 1908.  Most of the land is grassy and barren; however, there are seven lakes 
that were created as the result of extensive sand and gravel extraction.  In 1985 Ike Ball, Harry’s 
son, sought to develop the ranch property with housing and a golf course.  However, the County 
of Fresno persistently denied approval of these projects to proceed.  In 1990, 191.9 acres of 
wildlife habitat along the San Joaquin River was purchased from the Ball family through the 
California Wildlife, Coastal and Park Land Conservation fund for $1,532,000 (Rosato 1990). It is 
now part of the Parkway. 
 
 Although the Ball family continued to move forward with the proposed development, it 
relented in 2000 and decided to sell the remaining 360 acres to the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy for about $6.8 million (Fontana 2000). 
 
 West of the SR 41, 508 acres of river bottom land once belonged to the Oscar Spano 
family.  According to Stan Spano, his late father Oscar Spano purchased most of the land 
during the early 1960s.  About ninety percent of the ranch is located on the Fresno side of the 
river.  According to a 2003 Fresno Bee article by George Hostetter, the ranch was dedicated to 
cattle and cotton.  During the latter 1960s, Oscar Spano sought to develop a residential tract on 
the land, but met with great resistance from the County of Fresno.  In 2003, Stan Spano sold 
two-thirds of the ranch to the San Joaquin River Conservancy.  The California State Lands 
Commission purchased the remainder of the ranch.  The total cost was approximately $10 
million.  The family retained ownership of a 20-arce parcel right in the middle of the former 
ranch. 
 
 The 170-acre Jensen River Ranch, owned by Margaret Jensen, has been in the family 
since 1947.  The former cattle ranch sits on the river bottom just north of Woodward Park on the 
Fresno side of the river.  The ranch has about a one-mile of stream side forest with an 
abundance of wildlife.  The ranch was once a hog farm, but of late it has been used primarily for 
grazing cattle.  At one point, the family considered developing the ranch for sand and gravel 
extraction.  The family ultimately decided against that course of action.  In 1998, the ranch 
became part of the Parkway (The Fresno Bee, March 22, 1998; MacMichael nd). 
 
 Finally, the Riverview Ranch with its 112-year plus Victorian home, located on Friant 
Road, was the first plant nursery in Fresno County.  The nursery was started by William Macca 
Williams in 1881.  Thirteen years later, William Phelps, a local businessman, purchased the 
property for $16,500.  Thereafter, the residence was known as the William Phelps House.  For 
the longest time it was the only residence between Friant and the growing community of Fresno.  
It was here that travelers often stopped to rest on their way to and from Fresno to get supplies 
(San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, Inc., nd:1-2).  In the early 1900s, the 
ranch was thriving and the residence was a landmark on the cultural landscape.  However, by 
the mid-19th century the residence had been abandoned and was being used for grain storage.  
In the 1990s, the residence had been completely abandoned, but it has since been restored to 
its glorious years through a two-year effort by local volunteers.  CalMAT donated the residence 
and out buildings to the Conservancy.  The residence is now known as the Coke Hallowell 
Center for River Studies (Hale 2003:Life Section). 
 

-
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A New Day on the San Joaquin River 
The San Joaquin River Committee 
 During the 1980s there were a number of developers looking to exploit the river bottom 
area for profit.  It was on the wave of this concern that community activists began to sound the 
alarm in Fresno and out of its depth a group of concerned citizens formed the San Joaquin 
River Committee in 1986.  The ultimate goal of the committee was to create “…open space and 
public access with no urban development in the area between Friant Dam and Highway 99 – 
with an ultimate goal of establishing a regional park or preserve in some sections” (Rose 1986).   
Commensurate with this was the need to have local governments buy into the ultimate goal of 
the Committee.  Eventually, both Madera and Fresno counties, which administer 39 percent of 
the land between Highway 99 and Friant Dam, have tried to develop a regional plan for that 
area.  The goal of the regional plan was similar to that of the San Joaquin River Committee – 
protect the San Joaquin River from further development (Rose 1986).   
 
The River Committee incorporated in 1986 and its stated purposes was:   
 

The purpose of this corporation is to conserve and protect the open space of the 
San Joaquin River Bottom from bluff to bluff and any necessary contiguous areas 
from Friant Dan to Highway 99 according to the definition of open space in 
Section 65560 of the California Government Code (article 10.5 “Open Space 
Lands”) and to insure the public access to the San Joaquin River in this area.  
Section 65560 of the California Government Code defines the functional uses of 
open space to be any or all of the following:  open space for the preservation of 
resources, open space for the managed production of resources, open space for 
outdoor recreation and open space for public health and safety. (California and 
Genealogy Room Vertical Files, Fresno County Library) 
 

Two years later, a proposal for the creation of a parkway between Highway 99 and Friant Dam 
was developed. 
 
The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 
 It was the vision of three woman, Clary Crager, Mary Savala, and Peg Smith, to create 
an organization dedicated to the preservation of a 22-mile stretch of the San Joaquin River 
between SR 99 and Friant Dam.  In 1988, the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation 
Trust was formed (San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 1998).  Their goals 
were: 

 Conservatism – preserving the river and our natural heritage; 
 Education – using the river as an outdoor classroom, providing our youth with a 

sense of place; 
 Recreation – providing trails and public access in order to enjoy the river and all it 

has to offer. 
 In the same year through the efforts of then State Senator Jim Costa, a proposition was 
placed on the ballot.  During the election of 1988, California voters approved the California 
Parks and Wildlife Bond Act with five million dollars earmarked for land acquisition along the 
proposed Parkway (San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 1998). 
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 The California State Legislature created the San Joaquin River Ecological Reserve in 
1989 and the California Wildlife Conservation Board immediately acquired the first 286 acres of 
donated property to get the ball rolling. The board purchased a second piece of property in 1990 
and the next year Assemblyman Costa introduced his bill to create the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy. 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
 The State Legislature approved the Conservancy—with a charge to establish a 22-mile 
parkway between Millerton State Park (south of Friant Dam) and Highway 99—and Republican 
Governor Pete Wilson signed it into law in 1992.   

 In passing the San Joaquin River Conservancy Act, the state of California found that  

“…the San Joaquin River, its broad corridors, and its prominent bluffs constitute 
a unique and important environmental, cultural, scientific, agricultural, 
educational, recreational, scenic, flood water conveyance, and wildlife resource 
that should be preserved for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and 
future generations.” 

 In its enabling legislation, the State Legislature directed the Conservancy to: 

 Implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, a 22-mile regional greenspace 
and in the river-bottom extending from Friant Dam to Highway 99, with an 
interconnected trail system and recreational and educational features; 

 Acquire approximately 5900 acres from willing sellers; 
 Operate and manage those lands for public enjoyment consistent with protection of 

natural resources; 
 Protect, enhance and restore riparian and riverine habitat, and ecological diversity; and 
 Facilitate the development of the Parkway, garner public support, and secure its future. 

 The Conservancy uses funds acquired through voter-approved bond initiatives to 
acquire and manage public lands along the river, with a goal of eventually amassing 5,900 
acres. The Conservancy held its first meeting in 1994 and by 1995 public lands along the river 
had increased 45% to 1,606 acres in seven years. By 2000, parkway land totaled 2,800 acres. 
The Conservancy added 930 acres through a series of acquisitions in 2001 and continued 
making acquisitions throughout the decade, while facilitating recreational and restoration 
projects.     

 The Conservancy is governed by a Board representing local agencies, state agencies, 
and local citizens to coordinate and mediate diverse public interests. The Conservancy’s 
Mission is to create the highest quality nature and recreation experience on these public lands, 
ensuring the San Joaquin River Parkway is a valued amenity to its neighbors and the 
community. To accomplish its mission, the Conservancy has developed and implemented the 
San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, which is currently being updated. The master plan 
lays out detailed instructions for establishing wildlife corridors and natural reserves, 
incorporating existing publicly owned lands, utilizing ponds for development of fisheries and 
monitoring progress of the parkway.  
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3.0 EXISTING RESOURCES 
 
3.1 Records Search 
 A records search was completed by Justin M. Brady of archaeological base maps, 
records, and reports on file at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center at CSU 
Bakersfield.  Thirty-four archaeological sites and structures have been previously identified and 
recorded either within or in close proximity to the Parkway access area (Attachment 1, Table 1).  
Of these, 23 are Native American occupation and/or use sites. Nine sites consist of historic-era 
structures and/or features.  Two documented sites have Native American archaeological 
components as well as historic-era structures and/or features.  A minimum of 38 projects have 
been completed within portions of the study area (Attachment 1, Tables 1 and 2). 
 
3.2 Cultural Resource Identification within the Parkway Planning Area 
 Based on current information, there are a minimum of 41 known cultural resources sites 
within or adjacent to the Parkway planning area.  These include 25 prehistoric/ethnographic 
Native American resources and 16 non-Native American historic-era sites (See Figure 5). 
 
Native American Sites 
 The Native American sites include several extensive occupation sites with multiple 
features representing resource processing, habitation, and tool production.  At least one site 
contains significant rock art. Human remains have been identified at one site. At least two of 
the Native American site areas have been listed with the Native American Heritage Commission 
as sacred sites. 
 
 In additional to cultural material remains, plant resources of traditional importance to 
Native Americans are located along the banks of the San Joaquin River within the study area.  
These plant resources have been used by Native peoples for a variety of purposes, perhaps 
most notably in the construction of baskets and other woven fibrous items. Native peoples have 
expressed a strong desire for access to these resources for gathering and involvement in their 
management and protection, and have also expressed a desire for access to known sacred 
sites within the study area for ceremonial purposes. 
 
Historic-Era Sites 
 There are two historic-era structures/facilities within the study area which are currently in 
use. These include the Phelps Mansion / Riverview Ranch (currently used by the Parkway as an 
interpretive/research center), and the San Joaquin Fish Hatchery, established in 1954 and 
currently in use. 
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The remnants of at least 16 other historic-era sites are located within the study area. 
These include remnants of historic-era canals, dams and bridges, agricultural-related structures, 
historic road segments, historic camps including remains of a Girl Scout Camp near Highway 
99, early settlement areas and historic-era recreation sites. 
 
 

4.0 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 
 
 The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted to identify any areas 
of importance to Native peoples within the study area that have been documented in the 
Commission’s Sacred Lands files.  Individuals identified by the NAHC as having knowledge of 
and interest in the general project area were contacted to brief them on the scope of the current 
project and to propose a series of meetings to discuss Native American interest in and use of 
the Parkway area (Attachment 3).    
 Following initial consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and local 
Native American individuals and groups, a series of meetings are planned with Native tribal 
groups and other individuals who have specific knowledge of and interest in natural and cultural 
resources within the study area. Many Native peoples have expressed concern that access to 
plant collecting areas within Parkway properties by Native American basketweavers be allowed, 
and that existing sedge beds located within the Parkway be protected.    
 A desirable outcome of these meetings will be an understanding and agreement 
between the Parkway and representatives of Native American tribal groups which will enable 
access to the study area for gathering and other uses of importance to Native peoples, and 
foster long-term participation of Native peoples in resource protection and management along 
the San Joaquin River within the Parkway. Discussions regarding the San Joaquin River 
Parkway Master Plan Update and EIR and modifications and additions to existing policies are 
ongoing; public review documents are anticipated to be released in late 2013 or early 2014.   
 

5.0 OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS WITH RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Cultural resources consist of significant and potentially significant prehistoric and 
ethnographic sites, historic and ethnographic resources, cultural material collections, and 
cultural landscapes. As noted above, based on current information, there are a minimum of 41 
known cultural resources sites within or adjacent to the Parkway planning area. In addition to 
these resources, a number of historic sites are known to exist in the Parkway but have not been 
formally recorded (such as an 1891 road and historic recreation areas at Fresno and Fort 
Washington beaches). 

 
Much of the lands included within the San Joaquin River Parkway planning area have 

been surveyed and cultural resources mapped; however, this database is not comprehensive, 
and undiscovered resources likely exist. Additionally, certain resources need to be recorded or 
updated with the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS). Utilization of the 
available data is integral to planning for future uses and activities and to determine the best 
management strategy for such resources at this programmatic phase of the planning process. 
All actions taken pursuant to the Parkway Master Plan shall be planned and implemented in 
coordination with provisions and implementing guidelines of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), as amended March 18, 2010, which states that identification and evaluation 
of historical resources is required for any action that may result in a potential adverse effect on 
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the significance of such resources, which includes archaeological resources. Once specific 
projects are planned, targeted studies can be conducted to avoid or minimize impacts to 
significant cultural resources. 
 
5.1 Opportunities 
 The following opportunities allow for better understanding, interpretation, and 
management of cultural resources within the Parkway planning area: 
 

 Opportunities for interpretation of the prehistoric and historic past of the San Joaquin 
River within the Parkway; 

 Preservation and long-term maintenance and management of sensitive and significant 
prehistoric and historic sites within the Parkway, including adaptive re-use of historic 
buildings; 

 Collaboration with local Native American tribes in the identification, interpretation, and 
management of traditional cultural properties and plants of cultural value such as sedge. 

 
5.2 Constraints 
 Use of the San Joaquin River Parkway area may be constrained by the following: 
 

 Sensitive vegetation communities that may be of cultural value to Northern Foothill and 
Valley Yokuts people; 

 Sensitive archaeological sites that are of traditional cultural importance to the Native 
American community; 

 Sensitive archaeological sites that are of value to the archaeological and historical 
research communities; 

 Historic site locations such as the Phelps Mansion / Riverview Ranch. 
 
5.3 Recommendations 
 The following recommendations are offered to ensure that cultural resources are 
afforded an appropriate level of protection and preservation, while also allowing for public 
enjoyment of Parkway lands. 
 

 Incorporate within the Master Plan the preservation and long-term maintenance and 
management of sensitive prehistoric and historic-period resources 

 Ensure that the local Native American communities (Dumna and Table Mountain 
Rancheria) are included in all planning and development activities 

 Conduct intensive archaeological field inventories prior to development of specific plans 
for land uses that could disturb or destroy sensitive and significant cultural resources, 
including previously undocumented resources 

 Focus the placement of active recreational development within areas of lower sensitivity 
to include previously developed lands and areas that have been severely disturbed by 
agriculture, quarrying, and other past uses 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF PREPARERS 
 
C. Kristina Roper has over 30 years of professional experience in the field of archaeology, 
historical research and architectural evaluation, specifically in the investigation and 
management of cultural resources within the context of local, state and federal regulatory 
compliance for projects in the Far West. Ms. Roper holds a Master’s degree in Cultural 
Resources Management awarded in 1993 from Sonoma State University, and is certified as a 
Registered Professional Archaeologist. Her experience in cultural resources management 
includes both government and private sector employment and contracting for archaeological 
field services and historic research, documentation of resource assessments for Initial Studies 
(IS), Environmental Assessments (EA), Environmental Impact Reports (EIR), and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). Ms. Roper is a registered archaeologist with the 
California Historic Resources Information System. 
 
Ms. Roper has participated in planning efforts with numerous governmental entities in the San 
Joaquin Valley. She has prepared heritage preservation ordinances for the City of Chowchilla, 
serves as advisory staff to the Chowchilla Heritage Preservation Commission, and has recently 
completed a multi-year survey and assessment of Chowchilla’s built environment. Ms. Roper 
has prepared a cultural resources records search and sensitivity analysis to be used in the 
development of a revised General Plan for the City of Coalinga, Fresno County. Ms. Roper has 
consulted with Native American tribes in the San Joaquin Valley and Sierra foothills under 
Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), which applies to General Plans, Specific Plans, and amendments 
proposed on or after March 1, 2005. SB 18 expands CEQA for the protection of California’s 
traditional tribal cultural places by requiring consultation with Native American Groups during 
these planning efforts to define resources and sacred areas and incorporate protection of these 
important resources into the planning process. 
 
Ms. Roper has served as a Lecturer in Anthropology at California State University Fresno from 
1995 to the present.  Among her many courses taught is an upper division course in Cultural 
Resources Management which provides an overview of state and federal historic preservation 
law and the identification and evaluation of cultural resources.   
 
Jon L. Brady meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for archaeology and architectural 
history.  Mr. Brady holds a B.A. in both Political Science and Anthropology and an M.A. in 
History (with an emphasis on Historical Archaeology) from California State University, Fresno.  
Mr. Brady has worked as a consulting archaeologist and historian over the last thirty years 
working with both Section 106 and CEQA compliance documents.  He has also taught at the 
community college level in California over the last sixteen years as an adjunct instructor.  
Courses taught include Ancient Civilizations, Modern European History, U.S. History, Political 
Science, Cultural Anthropology, and Field Methods in Archaeology. 
 
William B. Secrest, Jr. has been a historical researcher, specializing in Fresno County and the 
San Joaquin Valley, for the past thirty years. He holds a B.A. in Journalism from California State 
University, Fresno, and an M.S. in library science from Florida State University. In addition, he is 
a member of the Academy of Certified Archivists. Since 2006, he has been employed as the 
Local History Librarian for the Fresno County Public Library system. Among his publications are 
Fresno County: The Pioneer Years (1984) and the revised edition of Wallace Smith's San 
Joaquin Valley history, Garden of the Sun (2004). Mr. Secrest peered reviewed and conducted 
archival research for the Historical Section for this report. 
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Justin M. Brady has 10 years of archaeological survey experience in California.  He has 
participated in numerous archaeological surveys in the Greater Central Valley and the Sierra 
Nevada under the supervision of the principal investigator for the present project.  Mr. Brady 
assisted in the archival research for the Historical section of this report. 
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Table 1.  Cultural Resource Sites Identified within the San Joaquin River study area 
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Table 2.  Cultural Resource Projects completed within ¼ mile of San Joaquin River 

County Report # Title of Report Author Date of Report 
FRESNO FR-00884 Lost Lake Park Estates R. W.  Greenwood 

Associates, Inc. 

1964 

FRESNO FR-00629 An Archaeological Reconnaissance For 

Stewart & Nuss, Inc.  Sand And Gravel 

Expansion- Fresno County, CA 

Billy J. Peck And 

Michael Crist 

No date 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00630/ 

MA- 896 

Archaeological Assessment Of The Stewart & 

Nuss, Inc.  Sand And Gravel Plant Expansion, 

Fresno County, California 

Ann S. Peak  February 1975 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR- 00433/ 

MA-112 

An Archaeological Reconnaissance of the 

Gates Substation to the Proposed Gregg 

Substation 500 KV Transmission Line, Fresno 

and Madera Counties 

Alan  Davis, Linda Dick 

and Dudley Varner 

June 1977 

FRESNO FR-00474 Lost Lake Campground Facility Jo Anne Kipps  October 1978 

FRESNO FR-00851 Strachan Reconnaissance P.M. No. 4900 

(Leland McCarthy Project) 

Donald G. Wren, 

Roberta L. Becker 

February 1979 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00339/ 

MA-110 

Archaeological Reconnaissance in the 

Herndon Substation Area, Fresno and Madera 

Counties, California 

Kathleen L. Cursi, B. A. August  1979 

FRESNO FR-00533 Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Fresno 

Metropolitan Flood Control District, Fresno 

County, CA 

Conrad C. Lopez September 1979 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00770/ 

MA-118 

Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Friant 

Dam Hydroelectric Facility, Fresno and 

Madera Counties, California 

Dudley M Varner, Ph.  

D. 

August  1980 

FRESNO FR-00349 A Cultural Resource Reconnaissance For The 

Gibson Property, Fresno County  

Michael K.  Crist April 1982 

FRESNO FR-00485 Archaeological Reconnaissance Of The 

Proposed Friant 70 KV Transmission Line, 

Fresno County, California 

Jo Anne Kipps, M. A. May 1982 

FRESNO FR-239 An Archaeological Reconnaissance Of The Ball 

Ranch, Fresno County 

Donald G. Wren July 1985 

FRESNO FR-02038 Draft Environmental Impact Report Volume 1, 

Beck Ranch Sand and Gravel Pit 

Buada Associates July 1986 

FRESNO FR-00752 Archaeological Investigation Of The Jones & 

Stokes Proposed 14 Acre DK Drainage 

Discharge Project Fresno Metropolitan Flood 

Control District 

Jim Uli March 1987 

`FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00805/ 

MA- 120 

Archaeological Survey Report For A Proposed 

Route Adoption Study Audubon Drive Route 

145 

Lawrence E. Weigel July 1987 

FRESNO FR-00227 An Archaeological Survey of the Lemoore Oil 

Pipe Line Route, Fresno and Kings Counties, 

California  

Mark Q.  Sutton  February 1989 

FRESNO FR-01077 An Archaeological Survey of The Elrod 

Property, EA-3831, VA 3362 

Jeffrey Roberts February, 1992 

FRESNO FR-00509 Negative Archaeological Survey Report: 

Dobb’s Property 

James S. Kus and 

Claudia A. Mader 

November 1995 

FRESNO FR-00132 Cultural Resources Assessment CalMat Master 

Use Permit EIR West of Old Friant Road on the 

San Joaquin River, Fresno County 

 

Linda Dick Bissonnette June 1993 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-01572/ 

MA- 135 

Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report, 

Corridor Study and Route Adoption in North 

Fresno County and Southern Madera County  

California Department 

of Transportation 

District 6  

May 1994 

I I I I 



 

 

County Report # Title of Report Author Date of Report 
FRESNO FR-238 Archaeological Survey Report For The Friant 

Road Improvement Project Fresno County, 

California 

Applied EarthWorks, 

Inc. 

February 1999 

FRESNO FR-01581 Handbook Of Yokuts Indians   

FRESNO FR-01819 Cultural Resources Inventory And Evaluation 

Report for the San Joaquin River Parkway and 

Conservation Trust Jensen River Ranch 

Restoration Project, Fresno County, California 

Jones and Stokes February 2000 

FRESNO FR-02052 San Luis Canal/Arroyo Pasajero Flood Control 

Improvement Project, Central Valley Project/ 

State Water Project, Fresno and Kings 

Counties, California Consultation Section 106 

of The National Historic Preservation Act  

Robert I. Orlins January 2002 

FRESNO FR-00773 CalMat (Vulcan), San Joaquin Valley, Annual 

Monitoring Report 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA 

August 2002 

FRESNO FR-01921 A Cultural Resources Inventory/ Assessment Of 

The Lewis Eaton Trail- Riverside Phase 1B City 

of Fresno Parks And Recreation Department, 

Fresno, CA 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA 

August, 2002 

FRESNO FR-2017 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Campbell 

Property, Fresno County, California 

Dudley M. Varner, Ph. 

D. 

March 2004 

FRESNO FR-02083 Cultural Resources Studies For the Vulcan 

Materials Company River Rock Expansion 

Project in Fresno County, California 

Applied Earth Works, 

Inc. 

February 2005 

 

FRESNO FR-02112 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Riverfront 

Ventures Property, In The City Of Fresno, 

Fresno County, California 

Dudley M. Varner, Ph. 

D. 

April 2005 

FRESNO FR-002279 Cultural Resources Assessment- Riverfront 

Ventures LLC Tract 5358 Fresno, City of 

Fresno, Fresno County  

Colin I. Busby, Ph. D., 

RPA 

April 2006 

FRESNO FR-02306 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Riverside 

Golf Course Irrigation Lake Area In The City Of 

Fresno, Fresno County, California 

Dudley M Varner, Ph. 

D. 

April 2008 

FRESNO  A Cultural Resources Survey in Support of the 

Lost Lake Park Integrated Master Plan, Initial 

Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

Friant, Fresno, County, California.   

 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA with Aubrie 

L. Moriet-Naffzigger 

September 2009 

 

I I I I 



ATTACHMENT 2:   

Table of Ownership of lands along both sides of the San Joaquin River from 1891 
through 1936. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



Table 1:  Land Ownership for 1891 (1891 Atlas of Fresno County, Thos. H. Thompson). 

County  Township  Range  Section  Quarter 
Section 

Owner  Specific Area 

Fresno  11S  21E  7  N 1/2   H. L. Mills   

Fresno  11S  21E  18  NE ¼   Geo. Howard  1 NE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  7  W ½   W. H. Mckenzie  3, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  5  N ½   Clara Mckenzie  1, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  4  NE ¼   Town of Millerton  7, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  3  N ½   C. A. O Hart   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  S ½   W. B. Johnson   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  N ½   J. Enas   

Fresno  11S  20E  36    Birkhead Bros.  1, NE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  25  SE ¼   W.F. Martin and J. K. 
Martin 

1, Ne ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  25  NW ¼   J. F. Mahoney   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼   J. A. Stevens   1, NE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NE ¼   W. H. Lester  1, SE ¼ of Ne ¼ 

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NW ¼   W. C. Miller   

Fresno  11S  20E  13  W ½   W. C. Miller  1, SW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  30  N ½   J. N Walker  1, SE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  E ½   F. Bullard   

Fresno  12S  20E  32  SE ¼   A. Loutit   

Fresno  12S  20E  20  SW ¼   S. Stein Berger  1, NE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  20  E ½   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NW ¼   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  E ½   Frank, E.B. and Harry Lane  1, SW ¼ of NE/ ¼ 
and 1, SE ¼ of NE ¼ 

Fresno  12S  20E  22  NW ¼   Frank, E.B. and Harry Lane   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  S ½   Anna M. Lane  1, SW ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  15  N ½  T. L. Reel & T. R. Brown  1, SW ¼ of NW 1/4 

Fresno  12S  20E  16    C. T. Forrest  1, SW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  10  NE ¼   F. E Williams   1, SE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  9  E ½   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  NW ¼   J. Austin   

Fresno  12S  20E  3  SE ¼   V. B. Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SW ¼   V. B. Cobb  1, SE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  3  N ½   W. B. Johnson   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  S ½   E. Judson  1, NW ¼ of NE 1/4 

Fresno  12S  19E  33  N ½  J. A. Waterman & W. H. 
Parker 

1 NW ¼ of SW ¼ & 
1, NW ¼ of NW ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  28    Mabel Blasingame  1, SE ¼ of SW ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NW ¼   Q. E. Striven  1, NW ¼ of NW ¼ 
and 1, NE ¼ of NW 
¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NE 1/4  J. T. Parker   



County  Township  Range  Section  Quarter 
Section 

Owner  Specific Area 

Fresno  12S  19E  27  SE ¼  J. T. Parker   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NE ¼   Mrs. Simpson  1, SE ¼ of NE ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  27  NE ¼   R. M Jones  1, NE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  26    W. M Hamilton  1, NE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  35  NE ¼  V. B Cobb   

Fresno  12S  19E  25  N ½  N. W. Pemberton  1, NW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  25  SE ¼   Fran Bullard   

Fresno  12S  19E  36  NE ¼  Fran Bullard   

 

Table 2.  Land Ownership for 1909 (1909 Atlas of Fresno County,  William H. Harvey, 
1909). 

County 1909  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  11s  21e  4  Nw/nw  J.N. Musick et al.  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Ne  J.N. Musick et al.  County road runs 
through 

Fresno  11s  20e  5  Sw  Mattie A. Pratt & S.A. 
Shannon 

County road runs 
through 

Fresno  11s  20e  7  Sw  Clara McKenzie  No buildings 

fresno  11s  20e  7  Ne  Friant  Building west of 
county road 

Fresno  11s  20e  18  nw  W.E. Durfee  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  24    White Friant  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  24    Geo W. Birmingham  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  25  Ne and nw  J.K. Martin  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  36  Nw  Ida E. Birkhead  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  35  Ne  Jos Birkhead  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  35  Se/ne  Benj. J. Birkhead  No buildings 

             

County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3.  Land Ownership for 1891 (Official 1914 Map of Madera County, Complied by F.E. 
Smith, 1914). 

County 1914  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Madera  11S  20E  12  E ½   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  1  S ½   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  6  SW ¼   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  12  NW ¼   J. Q. Anderson   

Madera  11S  20E  11  SE ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  13  NW ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  12  SW ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  13  W ½   Mendoza   

Madera  11S  20E  26  NE ¼   J. Q. Porter   

Madera  11S  20E  2  S ½   E. Wuesthoff   

Madera  11S  20E  35    F. N. Roussey   

Madera  12S  20E  5  N ½   F. N. Roussey   

Madera  12S  20E  20  E ½   J. M. Cobb   

Madera  12S  20E  9  E ½   J. M. Cobb   

Madera  12S  20E  20  SW ¼   L. Zecker   

Madera  12S  20E  30    J. N. Walker   

Madera  12S  20E  19  S ½   J. N. Walker   

Madera  12S  20E  24  SE ¼   Lellan   

Madera  12S  19E  24  SW ¼   Penberton Springer   

Madera  12S  19E  26  E ½   F. E. Pitman   



County 1914  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Madera  12S  19E  28  S ½  W. J. Cleary   

Madera  12S  19E  29  S ½   Marvel and Knoblock   

Fresno  12s  20e  31    Bullard Company  Perrin Canal 

Fresno  12s  20e  32  W1/2  Lillian S. Baldwin  Perrin Canal 

Fresno  12s  20e  38  E1/2  Helm company   

Fresno  12s  20e  21  Sw of sw  Helm Company  No buildings 

Fresno  12s   20 e  21  E1/2 of sw  F.M. Lane (Lot 1)  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  21  W1/2  W.G. Farrens (Lot 2)  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  22  Nw of nw  Nora Lane  No buildings 

Fresno  12  20e  15  Sw of sw  D.S. James  Lane road/bridge 

Fresno  12s  20e  10/15  SW/NW  Jessie C. Cobb  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  10  W1/2 of 

sw1/4 

F.J. Barnett  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  10  W1/2 of 

nw1/4 

Elizabeth B. Phillips  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  2/3  W12  Geo B. Clairborne  No buildings/two 

islands in river 

Fresno  12s  20e  2  Ne/ne/ne  M.L. Holley  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  18  Nw/nw  Lovina Howard  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  7  Sw  McKay  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Sw  T.W.Pratt & S.A.Shannon  County road 

adjacent to river 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Ne  J.N. Musick  No buildings 

 

 



Table 3.  Landownership for 1920 (1920 Atlas of Fresno County) 

County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   Riverside Country Club  2, NW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   State of California  2, NW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NE ¼   Florance Ballarrd  2 NW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  29    Helm Co.  2 

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   Helm Co.   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SE ¼   F. M. Lane    

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   R. Veseio   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NE ¼   D. Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  SW ¼   DJ Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  NW ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  SE ¼  Katie Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼   Norb Lane   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  SE ¼ of NE ¼   Annie Thomas   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼ of NE ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼   D.S. Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  S ½   Cornelia Wilson   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  N ½   A.S. Salassian   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  S ½   G. B. & A. B. Halloian   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  E ½ of SE ¼   W. D. Dawson   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼ of NE ¼   Claude Corrick   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  NE ¼ of NE ¼   M. L. Brown   

Fresno  11S  21E  18  W ½ of SW ¼   White Friant Lumber Co.   



County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Fresno  11S  21E  18  NW ¼   W. Durfey & A. B. Wishon   

Fresno  11S  21E  8  W ½   L. A. Blasingame   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  SW ¼ of SE ¼  S. A. Shannon   

Fresno  11S  21E  4    W. M. H. Mckenzie   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  E ½   W. M. H. Mckenzie   

Fresno  11S  21E  3  N ½   W. M. H. Mckenzie   

 

Table 4.  Land Ownership for 1936 (Progressive Map of Fresno County, Progressive Map 
Services) 

County 1936  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  12S  19E  32  SW ¼   M. L. Cyster   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  NW ¼   S. J. Light and Power Corp   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  NE ¼   L. C. White   

Fresno  12S  19E  33  NW ¼   River Grove Land Co.   

Fresno  12S  19E  33  NE ¼  Richard Mckenzie   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  N ½   W. N. Jackson   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NW ¼ of NW 
¼  

R. M. Jones   

Fresno  12S  19E  35  W ½   W. M McGillivray   

Fresno  12S  19E  35  NW ¼ of NW 
¼  

G & A Dvarok   

Fresno  12S  19E  36  W ½   West Coast Life Ins.   

Fresno  11S  20E  36  SW ¼ of SW 
¼  

V. V. Sample   

Fresno  11S  20E  36  SW ¼ of NW 
¼  

I. R. S. H. W. Ball   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  NW ¼ of NE 
¼  

H. W. Ball   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  SE ¼ of SE ¼   W. F. Martin   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  NE ¼ of SE ¼   J. A Giffin   

Madera  11S  20E  35  E ½   Grant & R & J Co.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼   Roullard D.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NE ¼ of SE ¼   Grant Service Rock Co.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼ of SE ¼   Accidental Life Insurance   

Fresno  11S  20E  13  SE ¼   Madera Irrigation District   



County 1936  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   Fresno State College   2, NW ¼ of NW 1/4 

Fresno  12S  20E  30  NW ¼   L. Sugar   

Fresno  12S  20E  29  E ½   Myron Braphy   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼ of SW 
¼  

Myron Braphy   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   F. M. Lane    

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NE ¼   K. C Miller   

Fresno  12S  20E  22   NW ¼  Marry E. Hone   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  SE ¼ of SE ¼   H. E. Howe   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  NW ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  10   S ½   Helm W. Shoemake. Eral   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  N ½   A. S. Salisian & A. H. 
Mryahian 

 

Fresno  12S  20E  11  NW 1/4  A. S. Salisian & A. H. 
Mryahian 

 

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼   W. M & M. Pierce   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼  Walrond Co.   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  NW ¼   K. V. Sample   

Fresno  11S  21E  7  S ½   W. E Durfey 
WhishionWatsen Co. 

 

Fresno  11S  21E  5  SW ¼   W. E. Toms   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  E ½   Mckenzie Richard   

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3: 

Native American Consultation 



 

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 – Fax
nahc@pacbell.net

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

 

Project:________________________________________________________

County_________________________________________________________

USGS Quadrangle

Name__________________________________________________________

Township _____ Range _______ Section(s) _________

Company/Firm/Agency:
______________________________________________________________

Contact Person: ________________________________________________

Street Address: ________________________________________________

City: ______________________________________Zip:_________________

Phone: __________________________________________

Fax: ____________________________________________

Email: ___________________________________________

Project Description:

 

   

Consultation Request http://www.nahc.ca.gov/slf_request.html
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The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust is updating its Master Plan.Sierra Valley Cultural Planning is working as a sub-consultant to The Planning Center /DC&E to provide background information on cultural resources within the 22-mileplanning area extending from the Friant Dam to Highway 99.  This includes over 6,000acres of San Joaquin River Bottom.  This information will be incorporated into an EIR tobe prepared for the San Joaquin River Parkway Trust.  We are aware of numerous areasof significance to Native peoples along the River. We wish to enter into a discussion withregional Native American representatives on how best to protect and preserve these areas.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
015 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM H4 
SACAAMINTO, CA 95814 
(916) &SU251 
,. (918) 857-6390 
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August 13, 2012 

Ms. C. Kristina Roper, RPA 
Sierra Valley Cultural Planning 
41845 Sierra Drive 
Three Rivers, CA 93271 

Sent by FAX to: 
No .. of Pages:: 

559-561-6041 
7 

Edmupd &- pmwn. Jr;., Gpvw.aqt 

Re: Sacred lands File Seareh and Native American Contacts list for the proposed 
"San Joaquin RJyer Parkway Master Plan Update & EIR (and ConsetVation Trust 
Project) :" located along the San Joagyln River from Herndon to Friant Dam: Fresno and 
Madera Counties, Catifomi@ 

Dear Ms. Roper: 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) conducted a Sacred Lands 
provided and Native American cultural resources were identified within one-half mile 
of the project site, the 'area of potential effect' (e.g. APE): you specified. There are. 
however Native American cultural resources in close proximity to the APE. Also, please 
note; the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory is not exhaustive and does not preclude the 
discovery of cultural resources during any project groundbreaking activity. 

California Public Resources Code §§5097.94 (a) and 5097.96 authorize the NAHC 
to establish a Sacred Land Inventory to record Native American sacred sites and burial 
sites. These records are exempt from the provisions of the California Public Records Act 
pursuant to. California Govemment Code §6254 (r). The purpose of this code is to protect 
such sites from vandalism, theft and destruction. 

In the 1985 Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3rd 604), the court held that the 
NAHC has junsdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American 
resources, impacted by proposed projects including archaeological, places of religious 
significance to Native Americans and burial sites 

The California Environmental Quality Act {CECA - CA Public Resources Code §§ 
21000--21177. amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes 
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment 
as ·a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within 
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance." In order to comply with this provision. the lead agency is required to assess 
wMthAr thA pl'ftj.at'!.t \AliH h.:av,;o ,:i,n Ad,,.,,...,.. irnp•cl ,,.,.. ,th.,,_ r,e,,.,,..,.._...,.,....,, ...,;+i,.,,. th,;, ',pr,;,'fl ?-f potential 

effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. CA Government Code §65040.12(e) defines 
"environmental justice" provisions and is applicable to the environmental review processes. 

2012-08-13 14:35 9166575390 Page 1 



Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Local Native Americans may have 
knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties of the proposed 
project for the area (e.g. APE). Consultation with NatiVe American communities is also a matter 
of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). We urge 
consultation with those tribes and interested Native Americans on the list that the NAHC has 
provided in order to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural 
resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance as defined in §15370 of the CEQA 
Guidelines when significant cultural resources as defined by the CEOA Guidelines §15064.5 
(b)(c)(f) may be affected by a proposed project If so, Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines 
defines a significant impact on the environment as •substantial/ and Section 2183.2 which 
requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources. 

The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types included in the National 
Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders 
Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment}, 13175 (coordination & consultation) and 
13007 {Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The 
aforementiOned Secretary of the tntelior's Standards include recommendations for all 'lead 
agencies' to consider the historic context of proposed projects and to "research" the cultural 
landscaQe that might include the ·area of potential effect.· 

Partnering with local tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the 
NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA (42 U.S.C 
4321-43351) and Section 1064(f), Section 110 and (k) of the federal NHPA{16 U.S.C. 470 et 
seq), Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (23 CFR 774); 36 CFR Part 
800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et 
seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to 
all historic resource types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including 
cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural 
environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, 
supportive guides for Section 108 consultation. The NAHC remains concerned about the 
limitations and methods employed for NHPA Section 106 Consultation. 

Also, California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeologicat resources during construction and mandate the processes to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other 
than a 'dedicated cemetery', another important reason to have Native American Monitors on 
board with the project. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing 
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies.I. project proponents and their 
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. An excellent way to reinforce the relationship betWeen 
a project and local tribes is to employ Native American Monitors in all phases of proposed 
projects including the planning phases. 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" may also be 
prot~eu under Oen:.tfon ;)04 l.1f he: Nt11"' A OJ i:11 me -'&eretary Of tne lfttenor OtserettOn IT not 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may at50 be 
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advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 u.s.c., 1996) in issuing a decision 
on whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near 
the APE and possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

If you have any 
contact me at (91 6 

Attachment: 
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North Fork Mono Tribe 
Ron GoOde> Chairperson 
13396 Tollhouse Road Mono 
Clovis , CA 93619 
rwgoode911 @hotmail.com 

(559) 299-3729 Home 
(559) 355-1774 - cell 

North Fork Rancheria 
Elaine Fink, Chairperson 
PO Box 929 Mono 
North Fork , CA 93643 
NFRancheria@netptc.net 
(559) 877·2461 
(559) 877-2467 Fax 

Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansi 
Reggie Lewis; Chairperson 
46575 Road 417 Chuckehansi I Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 

(559) 683-6633 
(559) 683-0599 • Fax 

California Valley Miwok Tribe 
Silvia Burley, Chairperson 
10601 N Escondido PL Miwok 
Stockton , CA 95212 

offlce@cvmt.net 
209-931-4567 
209-931-4333 

This list Is current only as of the date ot this document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
Robert Ledger SR., Tribal Chairperson 
2216 East Hammond Street DumnalFoothill 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
ledgerrobert@ymail.com 
559-519-17 42 - office 

Sierra Nevada Native American Coalition 
Lawrence Bill, Interim Chairperson 
P.O. 126 Mono 
Dunlap , CA 93621 Foothill Yokuts 
(559) 338-2354 Choinumni 

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation 
Anthony Broohini, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 1200 Miwok 
Mariposa , CA 95338 Pauite 
tony_brochini@nps.gov Northern Valley Yokut 

209-379-1008 
209-628-0085 cell 

Choinumni Tribe; Choinumni/Mono 
Lorrie Planas 
2736 Palo Alto Choinumni 
Clovis , CA 93611 Mono 

Distribution of this 11st does not relieve any persan of the statutory Fffponsibility as defined kl Section 7050.5 ot the Health and Safety Code, 
S~ MA7_M ""thAOuhll., •--•- e-to>..- __.,_,. _, _ ,,,,,,._... "";-l;J"1, ~ ....... C ...... , 

Thit list ii applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regatd to cultural l'MOUl'C8S for the p,opoged 
San Joaquin Riwr ParkwlY Mastar Plan Update & lilR; located along the San Joaquin River from llemdon to Friant Dam; Frnno and Madera 
counties, California. 
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Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansl 
Sammuel Elizondo, Environmental Director 
46575 Road 417 Chuckchansi / Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 
selizondo@chukchansi.com 

559-683..f,633 

Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansi 
Mary Motola. Cultural Specialist 
46575 Road 417 Chuckehansi I Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 
mmotola@chukchansi.com 

559-683-6633 

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation 
Les James, Spiritual Leader 
PO Box 1200 
Mariposa , CA 95338 

209-966-3690 

Chowchilla Tribe of Yokuts 
Jerry Brown 

Mlwok 
Pauite 
Northern Valley Yokut 

10553 N. Alce Road North Valley Yokuts 
Fresno CA 93720 
559-434-3160 

This 11st Is current only as of the date of this document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

North Fork Rancheria 
Leora Beihn 
32024 Poy-Ah-Now Road 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559-877..S243 

North Fork Rancheria 
Gaylen Lee 
PO Box869 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559-877-2710 

North Fork Rancheria 
Dene Fink 
32033 Poy~Ah-Now Road 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559--877-2326 

Mono 

Mono 

Mono 

Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
Eric Smith, Cultural Resource Manager 

!{!J I.JIJO 

2216 East Hammond Street Dumna/Foothill 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
nuem2007@yahoo.com 

559-519-17 42 - Office 

Distribution of this 11st does not rallove any person of the statutory f'Nf)OnSibility as dclflned In SecfJon 7050Ji of the Health and Safety Codo, 
;;i_,,..:.,.... _,.cu.,,.,,...,.,...,_,.,..,__.... e......,. ,...., .._..,. ff07'.ff q,t u~v f"ul,lCIQ rto;Jou~ o~. 

Thit litt is applicable fot contacting local Natw. Anwiricans with ,egard to cultural feSOUtceS for the ~ 
Son Jo.lQuln River Palkway Mastar Plan Update & BR; localed along thlt San Joaquin River from heMdon to Friant Dam: Fl'9$n0 and Madera 

counties, Callfomla. 
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Big Sandy Raneheria ot Mono Indians 
Uz Hutchins Kipp, Chairperson 
P .0. Box 337 / 37302 Western Mono 
Auberry , CA 93602 
ck@bigsandyrancheria.com 
(559) 855-4003 
(559) 855-4129 Fax 

Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians 
Robert Marquez, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 209 Mono 
Tollhouse , CA 93667 
(559) 855-5043 
559-855-4445 - FAX 

Table Mountain Rancheria 
Bob Pennell, Cultural Resources Director 
P.O. Box 410 Yokuts 
Friant , CA 9002&-0177 

(559) 325-0351 
(559) 217-9718- cell 
(559) 325-0394 FAX 

Kings River Choinumni Farm Tribe 
John Davis, Chairman 
1064 Oxford Avenue Foothill Yokuts 
Clovis , CA 93612•z.!11 Choinumni 
(559) 307"6430 

ThlS list Is current only a of the date of th&$ document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Dunlap Band of Mono Historical Preservation Soc 
Mandy Marine, Board Chairperson 
p_Q Box 18 Mono 
Dunlap , CA 93621 
mandy_marine@hotmail. 
com 
559-27 4-1705 

The Choinumni Tribe of Yokuts 
Rosemary Smith, Chairperson 
1505 Barstow Choinumni 
Clovis , CA 96311 Foothill YoKut 
monoclovis@yahoo.com 

Frank Marquez 
P .0. Box 565 Mono 
Friant , CA 93626 Foothill Yokut 
francomarquez@pmr.org 
559-213-6543 - cell 
559-822-3785 

Distribution of this list does not ralleve any parson of the statutary "9Spol'ISibility as defined in Section 7050.S of the Health and Safety Cade, 
~ S00~.04 MthA Duhlm a-,,,u...,,_ ~ ... - ~- .f'»7,99 9'W.. P\da,li(, ~ Oo<k;. 

This list is applicable for contacting local Mat.Ive Americans With n,gard to cuftunll ,esou,oes for the proposed 

San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update & EIR; located along the San Joaquin Rlwr fram hemdon to Friant Dam: FN¥no and Madera 

counties, Calibnia. 

2012-08-13 14:37 9166575390 Page6 



Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
John Ledger, Assistant Cultural Resource Manage1 
2216 East Hammond Street Dumna/Foothlll 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
ledger17bonnie@yahoo.com 

559-519-17 42 - office 

This list iS current only as of the date of this dacul'nC!nt.. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Distribution of thi$ list dOes not ntfNMt any person of the statutory tesponsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the ._.Ith and safety Code, 
Section 5091_94 of tM Publie - e- ...... ---. ~~-ff.,..., ......... ftQOVUnHRII Gode. 

ihl& 11st Is appHcable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural - for tha proposed 

San Joaquin Rlvar Patttwa, lla&ter Plan Update & et~ located along the San Joaquin Rlwrfram hemdon to Friant Dair!: Fresno and Madera 

countiag. caHfGmla. 
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Sample Letter 
 

 

 
 

                41845 Sierra Drive, Three Rivers, CA 93271           Tel.: (559) 561-3816 / Fax: (559) 561-6041         kroper@wildblue.net 

 

21 November 2012 
 
Mr. John Ledger, Assistant Cultural Resource Manager 
Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Government 
2216 East Hammond Street 
Fresno, CA 93602 
 
Re: Cultural Resources and Existing Conditions Assessment for the San Joaquin River 

Parkway Master Plan Update and EIR, San Joaquin River Conservancy Trust, Friant Dam 
to SR 99/Herndon, Fresno County, California 

 
Dear Mr. Ledger: 
 
 The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust is updating their existing Master 
Plan (adopted July 20, 2000).  The updated Master Plan will provide goals, objectives, and policies 
guiding River Parkway Trust actions.  Adoption of the updated plan requires preparation of a 
program-level Environmental Impact Report, as specified in the implementing regulations of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; as amended March 2010).   
 
 The Planning Center / DC&E has contracted with the River Parkway Trust to prepare a 
program level EIR.  The EIR will include, among other components, a summary of existing 
conditions and resource assessments of the physical setting, biological and cultural resources, 
infrastructure and hydrology, traffic and circulation, as well as opportunities and constraints.   
 
 Sierra Valley Cultural Planning is preparing a cultural resource assessment for the Parkway 
to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. An important part of this assessment is consultation with 
Native American communities.   
  
 Many Native American traditional cultural properties and sacred sites have been identified 
along the San Joaquin River within and in close proximity to Parkway lands.  An important part of 
future planning for conservation of these resources includes input from the Native American 
community on how these significant resources should best be protected.  In addition to cultural 
sites, there are also plant resources which are of great importance for Native Americans, and 
access to these resources on Parkway lands is important in order to gather material for basket 
weaving and other traditional Indian art. 
 
  I am hoping to meet with you and others who share concerns for the conservation of these 
important sites.  I will follow this letter with a phone call in the next few days to discuss how we can 
work together to protect and preserve Native American cultural sites and traditional gathering 
places. 
 
 Thank you for your assistance in this matter.  Please feel free to give me a call at (559) 
288-6375 if you have any questions or comments. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
C. Kristina Roper 
Principal 

- ~ ?i IE:RRA CULTURAL PLANNING -------------- 'IALLE:Y 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 The San Joaquin River Conservancy was established by the California State Legislature 
in 1992 to develop, operate and maintain the San Joaquin River Parkway, which runs along 
either side of the river from Friant Dam to Highway 99 in Madera and Fresno Counties (Public 
Resources Code §32500-32520).  In passing the San Joaquin River Conservancy Act, the state 
of California found that  
 

“…the San Joaquin River, its broad corridors, and its prominent bluffs constitute 
a unique and important environmental, cultural, scientific, agricultural, 
educational, recreational, scenic, flood water conveyance, and wildlife resource 
that should be preserved for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and 
future generations.” 

 
 In its enabling legislation, the State Legislature directed the Conservancy to: 

 Implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, a 22-mile regional greenspace 
and in the river-bottom extending from Friant Dam to Highway 99, with an 
interconnected trail system and recreational and educational features; 

 Acquire approximately 5900 acres from willing sellers; 
 Operate and manage those lands for public enjoyment consistent with protection of 

natural resources; 
 Protect, enhance and restore riparian and riverine habitat, and ecological diversity; and 
 Facilitate the development of the Parkway, garner public support, and secure its future. 

 The Conservancy is updating their existing Master Plan (adopted and certified 
December 1997).  The updated Master Plan will provide goals, objectives, and policies guiding 
Conservancy actions.  Adoption of the updated plan requires preparation of a program-level 
Environmental Impact Report, as specified in the implementing regulations of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; as amended December 2009).   
 
 The Planning Center / DC&E has contracted with the Conservancy to prepare a program 
level EIR.  The EIR will include, among other components, a summary of existing conditions and 
resource assessments of the physical setting, biological and cultural resources, infrastructure 
and hydrology, traffic and circulation, as well as opportunities and constraints.   
 
 Sierra Valley Cultural Planning (SVCP) has completed a cultural resources assessment 
for the San Joaquin River parkway to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. Specific tasks included: 
 

  a search of archaeological base maps, records, and reports on file at the Southern San 
Joaquin Valley Information Center at CSU Bakersfield (Attachment 1); 
 

 review of reports on file with SVCP and local historic records repositories; 
 

 consultation with local historical societies and individuals with knowledge of the area’s 
history; 
 

 consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and local Native American 
groups; and; 
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 spot-checking of potential historic sites. 
 

 This report summarizes known information of documented cultural resources and 
provides an historic context for evaluation of cultural resources. It includes attachments which 
document changes in property owners during the historic era, mapped locations of known and 
suspected archaeological and historic structure sites, and cultural resources records for 
documented resources within the study area. 
 

   
Figure 1. Location of 22-Mile Study Area, San Joaquin River between Friant Dam and SR 

99, Fresno County, CA. 
 
 
 

2.0  SETTING 
 

2.1 The Natural Environment 
 The Study Area includes the 22-mile reach of the San Joaquin River between Friant 
Dam on the northeast, and State Route 99 on the southwest.  Some portions of the river 
channel have been severely altered by grazing and agriculture, sand and gravel extraction, and 
recreational activities; in these areas little native vegetation remains.  Other stretches of the 
river support a variety of wildlife and a diverse riparian forest that is over one-half-mile wide in 
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some locations.  Topography is characterized by level terrain rising to the eastern low hills.  
Soils within the project area include coarse sandy loams formed from old granitic alluvium 
underlain by strongly cemented hardpan. Elevation ranges from approximately 230 to 400 ft (70 
-122 m) above mean sea level. 
 

Prior to EuroAmerican intrusion and settlement in the region, the San Joaquin Valley 
was an extensive wetland with contiguous rivers, sloughs, and lakes.  Stands of trees -- 
sycamore, cottonwoods, oaks and willows -- lined the higher elevation stream courses with 
dense stands of tule rushes in lower wetland areas.  The lush riverine habitat provided an 
abundance of aquatic plants, anadromous and freshwater fish, beaver, and other resources 
heavily relied upon prior to 20th-century development. Historically the San Joaquin River had 
two annual salmon runs. Rivers and lakes yielded fish, mussels, and pond turtles; migratory 
waterfowl nested in the dense tules. Tule elk, deer and pronghorn antelope found ample forage.  
Grizzly bears roamed the riparian corridors and adjacent grasslands.  Smaller mammals and 
birds, including jackrabbits, raccoons, skunks, ground squirrels, and quail were abundant.   

 
2.2 The Prehistoric Period 

The San Joaquin Valley and adjacent Sierran foothills and Coast Range have a long and 
complex cultural history with distinct regional patterns that extend back more than 11,000 years 
(McGuire 1995).  The first generally agreed-upon evidence for the presence of prehistoric 
peoples in the region is represented by the distinctive basally-thinned and fluted projectile 
points, found on the margins of extinct lakes in the San Joaquin Valley. These projectiles, often 
compared to Clovis points, have been found at three localities in the San Joaquin Valley 
including along the Pleistocene shorelines of former Tulare Lake.  Based on evidence from 
these sites and other well-dated contexts elsewhere, these Paleo-Indian hunters who used 
these spear points existed during a narrow time range of 11550 cal B.C. to 8550 cal B.C. 
(Rosenthal et al. 2007). 

 
 As a result of climate change at the end of the Pleistocene, a period of extensive 
deposition occurred throughout the lowlands of central California, burying many older landforms 
and providing a distinct break between Pleistocene and subsequent occupations during the 
Holocene.  Another period of deposition, also a product of climate change, had similar results 
around 7550 cal B.C., burying some of the oldest archaeological deposits discovered in 
California (Rosenthal and Meyer 2004).   

 
The Lower Archaic (8550-5550 cal B.C.) is characterized by an apparent contrast in 

economies; although it is possible they may be seasonal expressions of the same economy.  
Archaeological deposits which date to this period on the valley floor frequently include only large 
stemmed spear points, suggesting an emphasis on large game such as artiodactyls (Wallace 
1991).  Recent discoveries in the adjacent Sierra Nevada have yielded distinct milling 
assemblages which clearly indicate a reliance on plant foods.  Investigations at Copperopolis 
(LaJeunesse and Pryor 1996) argue that nut crops were the primary target of seasonal plant 
exploitation.  Assemblages at these foothill sites include dense accumulations of handstones, 
millingslabs, and various cobble-core tools, representing “frequently visited camps in a 
seasonally structured settlement system” (Rosenthal et al. 2007:152). During the Lower Archaic, 
regional interaction spheres were well established. Marine shell from the central California coast 
has been found in early Holocene contexts in the Great Basin east of the Sierra Nevada, and 
eastern Sierra obsidian comprises a large percentage of flaked stone debitage and tools 
recovered from sites on both sides of the Sierra (Rosenthal et al. 2007:152). 

 



Existing Conditions and Resources Assessment: Cultural Resources Page 5 

 About 8,000 years ago, many California cultures shifted the main focus of their 
subsistence strategies from hunting to nut and seed gathering, as evidenced by the increase in 
food-grinding implements found in archeological sites dating to this period. This cultural pattern 
is best known for southern California, where it has been termed the Milling Stone Horizon 
(Wallace 1954, 1978a), but recent studies suggest that the horizon may be more widespread 
than originally described and is found throughout the central region during the Middle Archaic 
Period. Dates associated with this period vary between 9,000 and 2,000 cal BP, although most 
cluster in the 6,800 to 4,500 cal BP range (Basgall and True 1985).  
 
 On the valley floor, early Middle Archaic sites are relatively rare; this changes 
significantly toward the end of the Middle Archaic.  In central California late Middle Archaic 
settlement focused on river courses on the valley floor. “Extended residential settlement at 
these sites is indicated by refined and specialized tool assemblages and features, a wide range 
of nonutilitarian artifacts, abundant trade objects, and plant and animal remains indicative of 
year-round occupation” (Rosenthal et al. 2007:154).  Again, climate change apparently influence 
this shift, with warmer, drier conditions prevailing throughout California.  The shorelines of many 
lakes, including Tulare Lake, contracted substantially, while at the same time rising sea levels 
favored the expansion of the San Joaquin/Sacramento Delta region, with newly formed 
wetlands extending eastward from the San Francisco Bay.    
 
 In contrast with rare early Middle Archaic sites on the valley floor, early Middle Archaic 
sites are relatively common in the Sierran foothills, and their recovered, mainly utilitarian 
assemblages show relatively little change from the preceding period with a continued emphasis 
on acorns and pine nuts.  Few bone or shell artifacts, beads, or ornaments have been 
recovered from these localities.  Projectile points from this period reflect a high degree of 
regional morphological variability, with an emphasis on local toolstone material supplemented 
with a small amount of obsidian from eastern sources. In contrast with the more elaborate 
mortuary assemblages and extended burial mode documented at Valley sites, burials sites 
documented at some foothill sites such as CA-FRE-61 on Wahtoke Creek are reminiscent of 
“re-burial” features reported from Milling Stone Horizon sites in southern California.  These re-
burials are characterized by re-interment of incomplete skeletons often capped with inverted 
millingstones (McGuire 1995:57). 
 
 A return to colder and wetter conditions marked the Upper Archaic in Central California 
(550 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1100).  Previously desiccated lakes returned to spill levels and 
increased freshwater flowed in the San Joaquin and Sacramento watershed.  Cultural patterns 
as reflected in the archeological record, particularly specialized subsistence practices, emerged 
during this period.   The archeological record becomes more complex, as specialized 
adaptations to locally available resources were developed and valley populations expanded into 
the lower Sierran foothills. New and specialized technologies expanded and distinct shell bead 
types occurred across the region.  The range of subsistence resources utilized and exchange 
systems expanded significantly from the previous period. In the Central Valley, archaeological 
evidence of social stratification and craft specialization is indicated by well-made artifacts such 
as charmstones and beads, often found as mortuary items.  
 
 The period between approximately cal A.D. 1000 and Euro-American contact is referred 
to as the Emergent Period.  The Emergent Period is marked by the introduction of bow and 
arrow technology which replaced the dart and atlatl at about cal A.D. 1000 and 1300.  In the 
San Joaquin region, villages and small residential sites developed along the many stream 
courses in the lower foothills and along the river channels and sloughs of the valley floor. A local 
form of pottery was developed in the southern Sierran foothills along the Kaweah River.  While 
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many sites with rich archaeological assemblages have been documented in the northern 
Central Valley, relatively few sites have been documented from this period in the southern 
Sierran foothills and adjacent valley floor, despite the fact that the ethnographic record suggests 
dense populations for this region. 
 
2.3 The Ethnographic Period 
 Prior to EuroAmerican settlement, most of the San Joaquin Valley and the bordering 
foothills of the Sierra Nevada and Diablo Range were inhabited by speakers of Yokutsan 
languages.  The bulk of the Valley and Foothill Yokuts people lived on the eastern side of the 
San Joaquin Valley.  The study area falls within territory occupied by several Yokuts tribes 
including the Foothill Yokuts Wakichi, Kachaye, and Dumna, and the Valley Yokuts Hoyim’a, 
and the Pitkachi.   
 
 The Wakichi occupied the southern side of the San Joaquin River at its confluence with 
Little Dry Creek (see Figure 2).  The village of Holowichniu, near the former town of Millerton, 
was in their territory (Kroeber 1925:484, Plate 47).   The Kechaye claimed territory upstream 
from the Wakichi along the south bank of the San Joaquin, and included the former town of 
Millerton, now beneath the waters of Millerton Lake. Immediately across from the Kechaye were 
the Dumna, whose major village of A’tbu (also known as Kuyu Illik) was previously located at 
the former settlement of Millerton.  Another Dumna village, Dinishneu, was at Bellevue (Gayton 
1948, Kroeber 1925, Latta 1999, Spier 1978).  
 
 The Hoyim’a (Latta’s Hoyumne) held the north side of the river between the foothills and 
the Big Bend at Mendota, and occupied numerous villages in close proximity to the study area.  
“About a half mile below the Herndon Bridge was the Hoyumne village of Chayou. Another 
Hoyumne village was located about three miles upstream from the Herndon Bridge across the 
San Joaquin River. It was named Atabau.  On both sides of the San Joaquin River, about two 
miles above Lane’s Bridge, was the Hoyumne village of Yimshau. On the north side of the San 
Joaquin River and about three miles above the mouth of Big Dry Creek was the Hoyumne 
village of Moloyu” (Latta 1999:161).   
 
 The Pitkachi lived across the river from the Hoyim’a. Two villages are placed within the 
study area: Gewacheu was located on a site above Herminghaus Ranch (known as Rancho de 
los Californios). Kohuou was situated at the present community of Herndon.  
 
 Finally, the Gashou (Kroeber 1925) or Gashowu (Spier 1978), while not  directly  
occupying  lands along  the  San  Joaquin River,  were   nonetheless directly  linked to  their 
neighbors  to  the  north along the San Joaquin through close social and economic ties.  “They 
intermarried, camped together while fishing, jointly exploited acorn- or seed-gathering grounds 
with these peoples and attended their social and ceremonial gathering” (Wallace 1987:135). 
 
 The Native American occupants of the San Joaquin Valley and adjoining Sierra Nevada 
foothills were hunters and gatherers who depended on the seasonal procurement of locally 
abundant vegetal, riverine, and terrestrial faunal resources.  Principal villages were situated 
along permanent stream courses, while temporary camp sites and special use areas were 
scattered throughout their territory.  Bedrock milling sites, the most visible vestige of Native 
American occupation, were located in rock boulders and outcrops above perennial stream 
courses and in scattered locations throughout the Fresno Plains along intermittent stream 
courses where conditions favored the presence of localized pools or wells of fresh water 
(Meighan and Dillon 1987:326-327).  At the time of contact in the late 1700s, the abundance of    
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Figure 2.  Ethnographic Tribal Areas in Fresno County, California (adapted from drawing by Tim 

Seymour in Meighan and Dillon 1987). 
 
resources in the valley and adjoining foothills provided a nearly sedentary life, with high 
population density typically limited elsewhere to agricultural adaptations (Baumhoff 1963).    
 
 For peoples living along salmon-rich stretches of the San Joaquin River, salmon 
provided not only a rich food source full of fat and protein, but also a means of income.  The 
Kechaye, like the Pitcachi who were located downstream in the vicinity of modern-day Herndon, 
ran a salmon-spearing business.  A local Yokuts elder, Pahmit, stated “Them Kechaye let 
everybody come spear salmon at their good place, but they make everybody pay for it.  Them 
Kechaye Chief get things from his people and pay to Chief them Kechaye” (Latta 1999:162).   
Kianu was the main Kechaye village and salmon-spearing depot.  During salmon season, “every 
bush and most of the ground in the vicinity was red with drying fish” (Latta 1999:162). 
 
 Much of what we know of traditional Native American lifeways comes to us through the 
work of ethnographers who worked diligently in the early 1900s to collect and preserve Native 
languages and information about traditional lifeways.  Ethnographers such as Anna Gayton, of 
the University of California at Berkeley, and Frank Latta, former teacher and curator of the Kern 
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County Museum, who spent most of his 90 years living in the San Joaquin valley, relied on 
Native informants living in the area.  
 Frank Latta, over a span of 55 years, interviewed over 200 Yokuts elders including 
Pahmit, also called Bill Wilson, who was a full-blooded Dumna born at Kuyu Illik (the site of Fort 
Miller) at about 1831. His grandfather was Tomkit, or Tom Wilson, chief of the Dumna Yokuts at 
Kuyu Illik. His father, Dawk-taw (also called Tap-pah), was a Dumna chief.  His uncle Tó-mas 
was chief of the Kit-cha-ye (Latta’s Kechaye) tribe, located downstream from the Dumna.   
Pahmit lived to be over 100 years in age, and provided extensive information about pre-Anglo 
life along the San Joaquin. He also lived to see incredible changes in his homeland.  In his book 
Handbook of Yokuts Indians Latta (1999) includes a statement by Pahmit regarding Dumna life 
and the many changes brought about by Anglo-American settlement of the San Joaquin Valley 
and adjacent Sierran foothills.  This very intimate picture chronicles the arrival of Major James 
Savage at Kuyu Illik, subsequent construction of Camp Barbour and Fort Miller, the treaty 
negotiations, and the forced removal of Native peoples from many parts of the San Joaquin 
Valley and their subsequent removal to Fort Miller and the Fresno River Reservation (Latta 
1999:657-666). 
 Pahmit’s descendants still live in the Sierran foothills and across the state.  Pahmit had a 
half sister named Yet-choo-nook, also called Ellen, who married a white man named Perry 
Murphy. Ellen and Perry Murphy had three boys and three girls.  One of the boys, Ewell, 
married Ellen Buffalo; they had one child, Caroline.  Caroline later married Nicomus Turner and 
they had several children including Norma (Turner) Behill, who lived in Auberry and was a well-
known and accomplished basketmaker (Kientz 2002: 37-38). Norma gathered the sedge roots, 
deer brush and other materials she used in her basketry construction from along the banks of 
the San Joaquin and other water courses in the area.   
 
 Numerous accounts of Valley Yokuts lifeways offer details of pre-European land use in 
the San Joaquin Valley.  The reader is referred to Gayton (1948), Kroeber (1925), Latta (1999), 
Spier (1978), and Wallace (1978b) for additional information on pre-contact Yokuts subsistence 
and culture. 
 
2.4 Historic Period (by Jon L. Brady with William B. Secrest, Jr., and Justin M. Brady) 
The Early Years (1849-1899) 
 What is now known as the San Joaquin River Parkway has a rich and colorful history, 
dating back more than 150 years.  For the first half-century of that period, patterns of 
exploitation, irrigation, transportation, and settlement between present-day State Route (SR) 99 
and Friant Dam became established firmly. 
 
 The first settlement near the Parkway was on the San Joaquin River, a couple of miles 
above the present-day community of Friant.  Rootville, later renamed Millerton, was a mining 
town that served the needs of gold-seekers who had migrated south from the Mother Lode area 
as the placers were played out.  As the mining community began to grow, conflicts between 
local Native American tribes and the miners and settlers began to escalate.   This resulted in the 
establishment of a military fort above present-day Friant in 1851, ensuring protection of the 
white settlers and miners against any retaliation on the part of Native Americans.  The fort was 
named in honor of Major Albert S. Miller, commander of the Army Station at Benicia, California, 
in 1853 (Roper et al. 2008:11; Vandor 1919:81; Winchell 1933:24; see Figure 3).  
  
 Mineralogist William P. Parks, who was traveling with the Williamson government 
topographical  survey team,  explored the area  during  the  summer of 1853.  The group was   
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Figure 3.   Map of the town of Millerton (Clough and Secrest 1984:68). 

 
investigating the feasibility of a transcontinental railroad route within California.  Parks arrived 
with his party at Fort Miller on July 25, 1853, and noted in his itinerary notes that gold “is found 
in the bed of the river in considerable quantity” (Vandor 1919:83).  Parks’ observations were 
borne out by the fact that as early as 1852, miners were already mining the banks of the river.  
According to one source (Winchell 1933:22), Jesse Morrow, William Bowers, Brigham James, 
and Theodore Thule Strombeck a prospected a claim known as the “Jenny Lind.”  It was located 
on the south side of the river on a “slaty reef” that crossed the river about a mile below the 
Millerton town site.  While earlier placer claims were likely located within today’s Parkway, the 
heavy floods of 1861-1862 and later creation of canal systems and Lake Millerton have 
undoubtedly obliterated evidence of their existence. 
 
 Millerton was isolated and in order to get freight to miners and settlers, it had to be 
brought up the San Joaquin River from Stockton.  The most common mode of early 
transportation was by steamboat, up the San Joaquin River during high waters.  Most of the 
steamers could only reach what later became known as Sycamore Point, which was located 
about one mile upstream from the old Skaggs Bridge near the present-day community of Biola.  
Some lighter-draft boats were able to travel further up the river, up to where SR 99 now crosses 
the river.  From these two points, freight was hauled to the northeastern settlements by mule 
packs and freight wagons.  More importantly was provisioning Fort Miller between 1852 and 
1856 when the fort was abandoned, but reactivated during the Civil War. 
 
 During the wet months, moving freight overland from Sycamore Point was treacherous. 
Consequently, it became necessary to build a roadway “…along the San Joaquin bluffs on the 
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south side of the river from the flat lands below the canyon throat to the Fort” (Winchell 
1933:24).  Once completed, government wagons and teamsters hauled freight along the road 
regularly between Sycamore Point and the fort (Winchell 1933:24).   
 
 Freight transported overland from Stockton arrived at Converse’s Ferry, which was 
established in 1853.   Built and operated by Charles P. Converse and W.W. Worland at the 
present-day Friant site, it would eventually become a major crossing on the Stockton-Los 
Angeles Road.  Alternative names were the Millerton Road or the Stockton-Visalia Road 
(Jensen 1965:120), especially for the Butterfield Overland Stage Line that connected the 
eastern part of the country with California (Brady 1985).   
 
 In 1863, the popularity of this ferry/crossing enticed Colonel James Richardson Jones to 
establish a hotel, grocery store, and saloon on the north and opposite side of the river.  
Unfortunately, a heavy flood season in the winter of 1867 destroyed both the Jones and 
Converse operations.  Rather than rebuild the ferry, Converse sold it to Jones, who died in 
1877.  At the time of his death, the location of the hotel, grocery store, and saloon was known 
as Jonesville (Roper et al. 2008:12).    
 
 Jones’ operation was sold to Alex Gordon and W.I. Miller who closed down the store, 
leaving its clerk, William R. Hampton, unemployed.  Three years later, Hampton was able to 
purchase 115 acres of land on the south side of the river across from Jones’ former operation.  
Here, he built a trading post and hotel and named it Hamptonville (Garcia 2010:48).  Roper et 
al. (2008:12) noted the following: 
 

 In 1881 a Post Office was established in the town known as 
Hamptonville (Kientz 2004:41).  When the Jenny Lind Bridge was constructed for 
the Friant-Madera Road in 1884 the need for a ferry came to an end.  While the 
stage coach line continued to be utilized, many residents were moving to the 
growing town of Fresno leaving Hamptonville with little activity. 
 

 At another point on the south side of the river, a supposed city sprung up in 1849.  It was 
Jose Antonio Castro’s Ciudad de Washington, literally City of Washington, just east of the 
present-day Rank Island Ecological Reserve and south of the former Ball Ranch.  According to 
one source (Garcia 2010:13) the name was given by Mexican Army General Jose Antonio 
Castro with the intent of creating a new community within his property called the El Rancho Del 
Rio San Joaquin, which was part of a land grant bestowed by the Governor of California, 
Manuel Micheltorena, in 1844; however, following California’s admission to the United States, 
the land grant was denied by the United States Supreme Court.  While much remains a mystery 
about this city, it did appear to contain a ferry.   Garcia (2010:10) notes that in a letter from a 
traveling merchant, dated July 20, 1851, there is a brief reference to “Alsbury’s ferry” located at 
Washington City.  Oddly enough, the location of Washington City appears on a number of 
maps.  It appears on an 1855 official map of California, as well as on the ‘Map of the Mining 
Regions in California” in the same year.   
 
 To further confuse this story, a Fort Washington trading post was established in the 
spring of 1850,  on the San Joaquin River about four miles below present-day Friant.  It remains 
unclear as to whether this post was located at the same location as Castro’s Ciudad de 
Washington. J.M. Cassidy and Major Lane created this enterprise in the river bottom, and Fort 
Washington remains the name used for this locality.  Later that summer both men washed for 
gold about eight miles up the river, at a place “remembered as ‘Cassidy’s Bar’” (Winchell 
1933:19).   
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Figure 3.  This is how the bridge may have appeared in the latter 1800s (Courtesy of 

Sycamore Island Park).  
 
 
 Further south along the river, as its line moved south down the valley floor, the Central 
Pacific Railroad constructed a bridge across the San Joaquin River in 1872.  On the south bank 
of the river, adjacent to the bridge, Sycamore Station (present-day Herndon) was created.  
Smaller steamers used it as a port to offload freight bound for Millerton and points beyond 
(Vandor 1919:81).  Sycamore Station also became an important conventional ferry crossing.  In 
1881, the old ferry was replaced with a new ferry scow, approximately sixty-five feet in length 
(Vandor 1919:81).  Figure 3, an early photo of Lane’s Bridge, illustrates what these early 
railroad bridges may have looked like. 
 
 Sycamore Point took on more prominence in 1880, when the Upper San Joaquin 
Irrigation Company decided to build a canal that would deliver San Joaquin River water to farms 
southwest of Sycamore Point.  The irrigation company envisioned the canal being able to water 
approximately 250,000 acres of farm land.  Construction began in 1880 and ended in 1882. The 
headwaters for this canal were located in Section 7, Township 11 South, Range 21 East, just 
below Hamptonville (present-day Friant).  The company built an 800-foot wide dam across the 
channel, with the intention of raising the river at least six feet above its normal flow.  The canal 
extended along the south side of the river, through Sycamore Point and all points southwest.  
Unfortunately, this project was abandoned because of the poor ditch bank soil, which made the 
canals unable to hold water securely.  
 
 The river was also forded in the general location of the current location of the bridge on 
SR 41.  In the latter 1800s, Lane’s Bridge was constructed north and east of current bridge 
across the San Joaquin River on SR 41.  Although there is little information on the original 
bridge, a post card that depicts the bridge in the early 20th century is shown above. 
 

2321 - SAN JOAQUlN JUVBR, CALlPORNlA, LI.NB'S BRIDGE NBAR PRBSKO. 
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The Formative Years (1900-1980) 
Commercial Ventures 
 During this period, a number of sand and gravel businesses began to degrade areas 
along the San Joaquin River in what would later become the San Joaquin River Parkway.  A few 
of these operations continue today. Increased farming and ranching activities were also being 
seen in the general river bottom area.   
 
 One of the first sand and gravel operations on the river, near the community of Friant, 
was the San Joaquin Rock and Gravel Company that operated on a gravel pit owned by two 
men known as Wishon and Durfy.  The company had started their operation prior to 1910, but in 
1915 the operation was taken over by the Grant Rock and Gravel Company, which had been 
organized that same year.  The gravel pit was located in Section 18, Township 11 South, Range 
21 East, approximately one mile southeast of Friant.  This operation covered approximately 400 
acres.  The Southern Pacific provided a railroad spur track into the gravel pit off the old Pollasky 
line that ran from Fresno to Hamptonville (present-day Friant) (California Bureau of Mines 
1920:70-72). 
 
 The Service Rock Company quarried 600 acres of land abutting the San Joaquin River 
back in the 1920s.  Its location was near the old community of El Prado, located at the junction 
of San Joaquin & Eastern and Southern Pacific railroads, approximately six miles north-
northwest of the city of Clovis (The Fresno Bee 1963: Editorial Page).  San Joaquin & Eastern 
Railroad was constructed after the Pollasky line’s completion to service the Big Creek project. 
 
 In the mid-20th century, one of the largest sand and gravel companies operating in 
Fresno County was Stewart & Nuss, Inc., a concrete, paving and general construction firm 
founded in 1918 by Charles W. Stewart (1887-1984) and Claude Edward Nuss (1889-1957; 
Keeler 1993; California Death Index, 1940-1997). The firm helped build various public and 
private developments during its existence, and was ever-hungering for new and least expensive 
material sources (Brady et al. 2011:14).   
 
 To this end, Stewart and Nuss opened an excavation and processing plant in 1936, near 
the intersection of the San Joaquin River and Highway 99, where gravel, sand and rock was 
plentiful.  Its Herndon Rock Plant was located on the south side of the San Joaquin River, just 
west of the present alignment of SR 99.  The plant was in continuous service through the mid-
1950s (Brady et al. 2011:14).   
  
 By 1961, Stewart and Nuss had begun to work a 158-acre parcel owned by Oscar 
Spano on the west side of the San Joaquin River-Highway 41 intersection, on the Fresno 
County side. After two years, it was deemed necessary to expand onto the nearby Sycamore 
Island Ranch property.  Some 356 acres were leased from the James Moen family, owners of 
the ranch, and operations commenced in February 1963 (Coyle 1963:1-B).  This enhanced 
enterprise continued into the late 1990s.  
 
 With the departure of the Moens’ two children, neither of whom were interested in 
ranching or other ventures, and the return of the Sycamore Island Ranch to non-commercial 
purposes, the family elected to sell the property in November 2006.  It was purchased by the 
San Joaquin Conservancy, a State of California agency, for $6.6 million (Brady et al. 2011:16). 
 
 As early as 1924, the Grant Rock and Gravel Company operated a gravel pit on the 
Madera side of the river.  The gravel operation was on a 160-acre parcel located in Section 25, 
Township 11 South, Range 20 East (Progressive Map Services 1936:Sheet 26).  According to a 
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brief article in the Fresno Bee (1964: Editorial Page), in the 1920s the company purchased a 
$10,000 locomotive for transporting rock from the gravel pit to Friant.  It is unclear as to when 
the rock company ceased its San Joaquin River operations. 
 
 The Anderson Rock and Gravel Company operated a gravel pit just east of the Moen 
property.  Brady et al. (2011:16-17) noted that the Anderson Company was working a pit on 
land then owned Proctor, Broadwell and Cobb.  Moen, the former owner of the Sycamore Island 
Ranch, noted that in 1954 the land may have belonged to Oscar Spano.  In research conducted 
by William B. Secrest, Jr. (Brady et al. 2011:16) it was established that Anderson commenced 
operations circa 1954 and worked the 300-acre parcel continuously through 2003.  The Madera 
Tribune (2007) reported the sale of the same property in 2003 to the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy.  However, the author of the article, Ramona Frances, noted that the public was 
not allowed to take nature walks until 2007.  Removal of equipment used in the pits caused the 
delay. 
 
 In 1951 the Department of Interior (Plate 31) reported additional gravel and sand 
operations along the San Joaquin River as follows: 
 

 Fresno County Granite, located in Section 18, Township 11 South, Range 21 East; 
 The River View Rock Company, operating a pit in Section 27, Township 12 South, 

Range 19 East; 
 Pacific Cost Aggregates Inc., located in Section 36, Township 11 South, Range 20 East; 

and 
 Bent and Griffith Company, located in Section 13, Township 11 South, Range 20 East. 

 Two other notable properties along the San Joaquin River bottom are those of Norman 
Liddell and Don Underdown.  These properties are located just north of the present-day Sierra 
Sky Park airport, on the south side of the river.  The Liddell property, located west of 
Underdown’s 286-acre parcel, is approximately 138 acres in extent.  The Underdown family 
extracted sand and gravel from both properties for many years. In 1987,  Underdown offered to 
sell his property to the City of Fresno (Rose 1987), but in 1988 the property was purchased by 
the State after the legislature authorized an expenditure of $875,000 for the land, which covered 
a one and one-quarter miles of the south bank of the river.  Significantly, this was the first 
purchase of land for the San Joaquin River Parkway (Sotero 1988). 
 
 Norman Liddell also offered to sell his 138-parcel at or below market value at the same 
time, with the City of Fresno apparently declining to purchase it (Rose 1987).  Liddell then 
concluded a 30-year lease of 65.5 acres to Gary Hooper, for the purpose of building a driving 
range and putting course. The driving range is located on Milburn Avenue and fronts a part of 
the south bank of the river, just past the Herndon Bluffs real estate development (Farris 1991).  
This venture was later named the Inglewood Golf Course and Driving Range. 
 
 Other golf courses along the south side of the river include the Riverside Municipal Golf 
Course, located near Herndon; the Fig Garden Golf Course, located at the end of Van Ness 
Avenue; and the San Joaquin Country Club, located west of the Fig Garden Golf Course. On 
the north side of the river and opposite Rank Island is the Riverbend Golf Course. 
 
Social Organizations and Getting Away to the Beach 
 Private clubs and social organizations are also located on the river.  In 1945, the Cobb 
family established Wildwood Park.  It is located just east of SR 41 on the north side of the river.  
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Jim Cobb, in a 1992 interview (McCarthy 1992) indicated that his family owned the 30-acre 
parcel upon which the club is located.  He noted that the river bottom land was ideal for 
recreation, but went on to say that “…private property owners can’t pay the liability insurance 
necessary to allow public access.”   
 
 Social organizations that have been able to access the river include both the Boy and 
Girl Scouts of America.  After Stewart and Nuss shut down their Herndon Rock Plant, the Girl 
Scouts utilized a portion of the gravel pit for a camp.  It was located west of SR 99 and on the 
south side of the river.  The Sequoia Council of Boy Scouts also had a camp also on the south 
side of the river at Scout Island, dating from the early 1930s through 1972.  The Sequoia 
Council ran into financial difficulties in supporting the camp when funding, from groups like 
United Way, for the Boy Scouts of American began to dry up.  Scout Island was sold in 1972 for 
$50,000 to James R. Coson, president of Buckner Industries, Inc., a local sprinkler 
manufacturing concern (The Fresno Bee, 1992).           
   
 Eventually replacing the camp was a 32-acre parcel located on the south bank of the 
river, east of SR 99.  It would be dedicated on May 13, 1989 as the Charles S. Pashayan Scout 
Reservation and named for its donor, a Fresno businessman.  The site was later provided with 
picnic tables, barbecue pits and restrooms, donated by the Kiwanis Development Committee 
(The Fresno Bee 1989).  The camp can be accessed from Herndon Avenue via Weber Avenue. 
 
 During the early years of the twentieth century, Fresnans were without amenities such 
as central air conditioning.  Thus, weekends were often reserved for heading to the coast or 
seeking recreation on the river (Figure 4).  One spot used by many Fresnans was Fresno 
Beach, located at the bottom of the bluffs.  By 1914 the Fresno Traction Company was running 
streetcars from downtown Fresno up Wishon Avenue to Fresno Beach.  Eventually, the 
company shortened the trip by stopping at the bluffs, rather than going down to the river’s edge 
(Hamm 1979; The Fresno Bee, 1964).   According to Fresno Bee articles, Fresno Beach 
remained a popular cooling-off place as late as 1969. 
 
 Another popular beach in Fresno was Fort Washington Beach.  It could be reached by 
driving north on Blackstone, taking the Friant cutoff, then proceeding to the general area of Old 
Lane’s Bridge Road.  The swimming club located here offered swimming, picnic areas, 
barbecues, and plenty of shade.  A reference to the beach in the 1978 Fresno Bee suggests 
that the beach was once a popular place to visit. 
 
Farming and Ranching on the River 
 Many of the properties along what became the San Joaquin River Parkway started out 
as farms and ranches before eventually being leased out for sand and gravel extraction.   The 
following discussion is not meant to represent all of the landowners along the river between 
present-day SR 99 and Friant Dam.  Attachment 2 lists Fresno County-side property owners for 
1891, 1913, 1920, and 1936.  For the Madera side of the river, the only map available showing 
property owners  was one dated 1914; however, archival research has allowed the author to 
identify some of the property owners on that side  between 1940 and the present.   
 
 One of the oldest ranches on the north side of the river is that of the Cobb family, whose 
ownership dates back one hundred years ago.  The property is located on the north side of the 
river bottom, east of the current alignment of SR 41.  Eventually, the family opened Wildwood 
Park on the site in 1945, and later installed a self-service Christmas tree farm there as well 
(McCarthy 1992).  In 2006, the property was listed in the names of Proctor, Broadwell, and 
Cobb.   



Existing Conditions and Resources Assessment: Cultural Resources Page 15 

 

 
 

Figure 4.  View of the River around 1920 (Courtesy of Sycamore Island Park). 
 
 Some of the larger properties on the north side of the river include those of the Moen 
family, the Moreland family, the Coombs family, the Gunner family, and the Oberti family.  
James and Claire Moen came to the Madera area from Berkeley, California in the early 1940s to 
manage her family’s property  known as the Sycamore Island Ranch.  Eventually, the Moen 
family leased out the ranch to Stewart and Nuss, for sand and gravel extraction in the early 
1960s. West of the Moen property and opposite Scout Island was the property of William J. 
Moreland III.  The family sold this property to the Fresno County Office of Education in 2002.   
 
 Two other families owned property on the north side of the river near SR 99.  They 
included Gary, Stan, and Phillip Oberti, who owned land on the west side of SR 99, and Richard 
Gunner, who held land on the north side of the river near Herndon.  Both properties are now 
planted in orchards (McCarthy 1992). 
 
 Dennes Coombs, was a land developer and owner of the Riverbend Ranch in Madera 
County.   Coombs developed the Riverbend Golf Course just across the river from Rank Island 
which is located in Fresno County.   
 
 In Fresno County, the historic list of property owners within the Parkway is more 
complete.  The two largest property owners along the river just below Friant were the Ball and 
Rank families.  The Rank family owned Rank Island and has, at various times, grown cotton and 
grain there.  In the early 1990s, the island was used as pasturage.   In the 1940s Everett G. 
Rank, Sr. brought a federal suit to protect farmer’s water rights after Friant Dam was completed.  
Eventually, the case went all the way to the United States Supreme Court, where the federal 
government’s position was upheld (Grossi 1995).  The Rank family currently retains a portion of 
the island that is under lease to CEMEX, a commercial sand and gravel company, which is 
extracting gravel from the island.   
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 Just below Ledger Island, on the Fresno County side of the river, is the Ball Ranch of 
approximately 300 acres.  The late Harry Ball purchased the first parcel on the ranch in 1908.  
By 1990, the ranch included approximately 584 acres.  The ranch has been in the family 
continuously since 1908.  Most of the land is grassy and barren; however, there are seven lakes 
that were created as the result of extensive sand and gravel extraction.  In 1985 Ike Ball, Harry’s 
son, sought to develop the ranch property with housing and a golf course.  However, the County 
of Fresno persistently denied approval of these projects to proceed.  In 1990, 191.9 acres of 
wildlife habitat along the San Joaquin River was purchased from the Ball family through the 
California Wildlife, Coastal and Park Land Conservation fund for $1,532,000 (Rosato 1990). It is 
now part of the Parkway. 
 
 Although the Ball family continued to move forward with the proposed development, it 
relented in 2000 and decided to sell the remaining 360 acres to the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy for about $6.8 million (Fontana 2000). 
 
 West of the SR 41, 508 acres of river bottom land once belonged to the Oscar Spano 
family.  According to Stan Spano, his late father Oscar Spano purchased most of the land 
during the early 1960s.  About ninety percent of the ranch is located on the Fresno side of the 
river.  According to a 2003 Fresno Bee article by George Hostetter, the ranch was dedicated to 
cattle and cotton.  During the latter 1960s, Oscar Spano sought to develop a residential tract on 
the land, but met with great resistance from the County of Fresno.  In 2003, Stan Spano sold 
two-thirds of the ranch to the San Joaquin River Conservancy.  The California State Lands 
Commission purchased the remainder of the ranch.  The total cost was approximately $10 
million.  The family retained ownership of a 20-arce parcel right in the middle of the former 
ranch. 
 
 The 170-acre Jensen River Ranch, owned by Margaret Jensen, has been in the family 
since 1947.  The former cattle ranch sits on the river bottom just north of Woodward Park on the 
Fresno side of the river.  The ranch has about a one-mile of stream side forest with an 
abundance of wildlife.  The ranch was once a hog farm, but of late it has been used primarily for 
grazing cattle.  At one point, the family considered developing the ranch for sand and gravel 
extraction.  The family ultimately decided against that course of action.  In 1998, the ranch 
became part of the Parkway (The Fresno Bee, March 22, 1998; MacMichael nd). 
 
 Finally, the Riverview Ranch with its 112-year plus Victorian home, located on Friant 
Road, was the first plant nursery in Fresno County.  The nursery was started by William Macca 
Williams in 1881.  Thirteen years later, William Phelps, a local businessman, purchased the 
property for $16,500.  Thereafter, the residence was known as the William Phelps House.  For 
the longest time it was the only residence between Friant and the growing community of Fresno.  
It was here that travelers often stopped to rest on their way to and from Fresno to get supplies 
(San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust, Inc., nd:1-2).  In the early 1900s, the 
ranch was thriving and the residence was a landmark on the cultural landscape.  However, by 
the mid-19th century the residence had been abandoned and was being used for grain storage.  
In the 1990s, the residence had been completely abandoned, but it has since been restored to 
its glorious years through a two-year effort by local volunteers.  CalMAT donated the residence 
and out buildings to the Conservancy.  The residence is now known as the Coke Hallowell 
Center for River Studies (Hale 2003:Life Section). 
 

-
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A New Day on the San Joaquin River 
The San Joaquin River Committee 
 During the 1980s there were a number of developers looking to exploit the river bottom 
area for profit.  It was on the wave of this concern that community activists began to sound the 
alarm in Fresno and out of its depth a group of concerned citizens formed the San Joaquin 
River Committee in 1986.  The ultimate goal of the committee was to create “…open space and 
public access with no urban development in the area between Friant Dam and Highway 99 – 
with an ultimate goal of establishing a regional park or preserve in some sections” (Rose 1986).   
Commensurate with this was the need to have local governments buy into the ultimate goal of 
the Committee.  Eventually, both Madera and Fresno counties, which administer 39 percent of 
the land between Highway 99 and Friant Dam, have tried to develop a regional plan for that 
area.  The goal of the regional plan was similar to that of the San Joaquin River Committee – 
protect the San Joaquin River from further development (Rose 1986).   
 
The River Committee incorporated in 1986 and its stated purposes was:   
 

The purpose of this corporation is to conserve and protect the open space of the 
San Joaquin River Bottom from bluff to bluff and any necessary contiguous areas 
from Friant Dan to Highway 99 according to the definition of open space in 
Section 65560 of the California Government Code (article 10.5 “Open Space 
Lands”) and to insure the public access to the San Joaquin River in this area.  
Section 65560 of the California Government Code defines the functional uses of 
open space to be any or all of the following:  open space for the preservation of 
resources, open space for the managed production of resources, open space for 
outdoor recreation and open space for public health and safety. (California and 
Genealogy Room Vertical Files, Fresno County Library) 
 

Two years later, a proposal for the creation of a parkway between Highway 99 and Friant Dam 
was developed. 
 
The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 
 It was the vision of three woman, Clary Crager, Mary Savala, and Peg Smith, to create 
an organization dedicated to the preservation of a 22-mile stretch of the San Joaquin River 
between SR 99 and Friant Dam.  In 1988, the San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation 
Trust was formed (San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 1998).  Their goals 
were: 

 Conservatism – preserving the river and our natural heritage; 
 Education – using the river as an outdoor classroom, providing our youth with a 

sense of place; 
 Recreation – providing trails and public access in order to enjoy the river and all it 

has to offer. 
 In the same year through the efforts of then State Senator Jim Costa, a proposition was 
placed on the ballot.  During the election of 1988, California voters approved the California 
Parks and Wildlife Bond Act with five million dollars earmarked for land acquisition along the 
proposed Parkway (San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust 1998). 
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 The California State Legislature created the San Joaquin River Ecological Reserve in 
1989 and the California Wildlife Conservation Board immediately acquired the first 286 acres of 
donated property to get the ball rolling. The board purchased a second piece of property in 1990 
and the next year Assemblyman Costa introduced his bill to create the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy. 

San Joaquin River Conservancy 
 The State Legislature approved the Conservancy—with a charge to establish a 22-mile 
parkway between Millerton State Park (south of Friant Dam) and Highway 99—and Republican 
Governor Pete Wilson signed it into law in 1992.   

 In passing the San Joaquin River Conservancy Act, the state of California found that  

“…the San Joaquin River, its broad corridors, and its prominent bluffs constitute 
a unique and important environmental, cultural, scientific, agricultural, 
educational, recreational, scenic, flood water conveyance, and wildlife resource 
that should be preserved for the enjoyment of, and appreciation by, present and 
future generations.” 

 In its enabling legislation, the State Legislature directed the Conservancy to: 

 Implement the San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, a 22-mile regional greenspace 
and in the river-bottom extending from Friant Dam to Highway 99, with an 
interconnected trail system and recreational and educational features; 

 Acquire approximately 5900 acres from willing sellers; 
 Operate and manage those lands for public enjoyment consistent with protection of 

natural resources; 
 Protect, enhance and restore riparian and riverine habitat, and ecological diversity; and 
 Facilitate the development of the Parkway, garner public support, and secure its future. 

 The Conservancy uses funds acquired through voter-approved bond initiatives to 
acquire and manage public lands along the river, with a goal of eventually amassing 5,900 
acres. The Conservancy held its first meeting in 1994 and by 1995 public lands along the river 
had increased 45% to 1,606 acres in seven years. By 2000, parkway land totaled 2,800 acres. 
The Conservancy added 930 acres through a series of acquisitions in 2001 and continued 
making acquisitions throughout the decade, while facilitating recreational and restoration 
projects.     

 The Conservancy is governed by a Board representing local agencies, state agencies, 
and local citizens to coordinate and mediate diverse public interests. The Conservancy’s 
Mission is to create the highest quality nature and recreation experience on these public lands, 
ensuring the San Joaquin River Parkway is a valued amenity to its neighbors and the 
community. To accomplish its mission, the Conservancy has developed and implemented the 
San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan, which is currently being updated. The master plan 
lays out detailed instructions for establishing wildlife corridors and natural reserves, 
incorporating existing publicly owned lands, utilizing ponds for development of fisheries and 
monitoring progress of the parkway.  
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3.0 EXISTING RESOURCES 
 
3.1 Records Search 
 A records search was completed by Justin M. Brady of archaeological base maps, 
records, and reports on file at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center at CSU 
Bakersfield.  Thirty-four archaeological sites and structures have been previously identified and 
recorded either within or in close proximity to the Parkway access area (Attachment 1, Table 1).  
Of these, 23 are Native American occupation and/or use sites. Nine sites consist of historic-era 
structures and/or features.  Two documented sites have Native American archaeological 
components as well as historic-era structures and/or features.  A minimum of 38 projects have 
been completed within portions of the study area (Attachment 1, Tables 1 and 2). 
 
3.2 Cultural Resource Identification within the Parkway Planning Area 
 Based on current information, there are a minimum of 41 known cultural resources sites 
within or adjacent to the Parkway planning area.  These include 25 prehistoric/ethnographic 
Native American resources and 16 non-Native American historic-era sites (See Figure 5). 
 
Native American Sites 
 The Native American sites include several extensive occupation sites with multiple 
features representing resource processing, habitation, and tool production.  At least one site 
contains significant rock art. Human remains have been identified at one site. At least two of 
the Native American site areas have been listed with the Native American Heritage Commission 
as sacred sites. 
 
 In additional to cultural material remains, plant resources of traditional importance to 
Native Americans are located along the banks of the San Joaquin River within the study area.  
These plant resources have been used by Native peoples for a variety of purposes, perhaps 
most notably in the construction of baskets and other woven fibrous items. Native peoples have 
expressed a strong desire for access to these resources for gathering and involvement in their 
management and protection, and have also expressed a desire for access to known sacred 
sites within the study area for ceremonial purposes. 
 
Historic-Era Sites 
 There are two historic-era structures/facilities within the study area which are currently in 
use. These include the Phelps Mansion / Riverview Ranch (currently used by the Parkway as an 
interpretive/research center), and the San Joaquin Fish Hatchery, established in 1954 and 
currently in use. 
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The remnants of at least 16 other historic-era sites are located within the study area. 
These include remnants of historic-era canals, dams and bridges, agricultural-related structures, 
historic road segments, historic camps including remains of a Girl Scout Camp near Highway 
99, early settlement areas and historic-era recreation sites. 
 
 

4.0 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 
 
 The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted to identify any areas 
of importance to Native peoples within the study area that have been documented in the 
Commission’s Sacred Lands files.  Individuals identified by the NAHC as having knowledge of 
and interest in the general project area were contacted to brief them on the scope of the current 
project and to propose a series of meetings to discuss Native American interest in and use of 
the Parkway area (Attachment 3).    
 Following initial consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and local 
Native American individuals and groups, a series of meetings are planned with Native tribal 
groups and other individuals who have specific knowledge of and interest in natural and cultural 
resources within the study area. Many Native peoples have expressed concern that access to 
plant collecting areas within Parkway properties by Native American basketweavers be allowed, 
and that existing sedge beds located within the Parkway be protected.    
 A desirable outcome of these meetings will be an understanding and agreement 
between the Parkway and representatives of Native American tribal groups which will enable 
access to the study area for gathering and other uses of importance to Native peoples, and 
foster long-term participation of Native peoples in resource protection and management along 
the San Joaquin River within the Parkway. Discussions regarding the San Joaquin River 
Parkway Master Plan Update and EIR and modifications and additions to existing policies are 
ongoing; public review documents are anticipated to be released in late 2013 or early 2014.   
 

5.0 OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS WITH RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Cultural resources consist of significant and potentially significant prehistoric and 
ethnographic sites, historic and ethnographic resources, cultural material collections, and 
cultural landscapes. As noted above, based on current information, there are a minimum of 41 
known cultural resources sites within or adjacent to the Parkway planning area. In addition to 
these resources, a number of historic sites are known to exist in the Parkway but have not been 
formally recorded (such as an 1891 road and historic recreation areas at Fresno and Fort 
Washington beaches). 

 
Much of the lands included within the San Joaquin River Parkway planning area have 

been surveyed and cultural resources mapped; however, this database is not comprehensive, 
and undiscovered resources likely exist. Additionally, certain resources need to be recorded or 
updated with the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS). Utilization of the 
available data is integral to planning for future uses and activities and to determine the best 
management strategy for such resources at this programmatic phase of the planning process. 
All actions taken pursuant to the Parkway Master Plan shall be planned and implemented in 
coordination with provisions and implementing guidelines of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), as amended March 18, 2010, which states that identification and evaluation 
of historical resources is required for any action that may result in a potential adverse effect on 



Existing Conditions and Resources Assessment: Cultural Resources Page 22 

the significance of such resources, which includes archaeological resources. Once specific 
projects are planned, targeted studies can be conducted to avoid or minimize impacts to 
significant cultural resources. 
 
5.1 Opportunities 
 The following opportunities allow for better understanding, interpretation, and 
management of cultural resources within the Parkway planning area: 
 

 Opportunities for interpretation of the prehistoric and historic past of the San Joaquin 
River within the Parkway; 

 Preservation and long-term maintenance and management of sensitive and significant 
prehistoric and historic sites within the Parkway, including adaptive re-use of historic 
buildings; 

 Collaboration with local Native American tribes in the identification, interpretation, and 
management of traditional cultural properties and plants of cultural value such as sedge. 

 
5.2 Constraints 
 Use of the San Joaquin River Parkway area may be constrained by the following: 
 

 Sensitive vegetation communities that may be of cultural value to Northern Foothill and 
Valley Yokuts people; 

 Sensitive archaeological sites that are of traditional cultural importance to the Native 
American community; 

 Sensitive archaeological sites that are of value to the archaeological and historical 
research communities; 

 Historic site locations such as the Phelps Mansion / Riverview Ranch. 
 
5.3 Recommendations 
 The following recommendations are offered to ensure that cultural resources are 
afforded an appropriate level of protection and preservation, while also allowing for public 
enjoyment of Parkway lands. 
 

 Incorporate within the Master Plan the preservation and long-term maintenance and 
management of sensitive prehistoric and historic-period resources 

 Ensure that the local Native American communities (Dumna and Table Mountain 
Rancheria) are included in all planning and development activities 

 Conduct intensive archaeological field inventories prior to development of specific plans 
for land uses that could disturb or destroy sensitive and significant cultural resources, 
including previously undocumented resources 

 Focus the placement of active recreational development within areas of lower sensitivity 
to include previously developed lands and areas that have been severely disturbed by 
agriculture, quarrying, and other past uses 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF PREPARERS 
 
C. Kristina Roper has over 30 years of professional experience in the field of archaeology, 
historical research and architectural evaluation, specifically in the investigation and 
management of cultural resources within the context of local, state and federal regulatory 
compliance for projects in the Far West. Ms. Roper holds a Master’s degree in Cultural 
Resources Management awarded in 1993 from Sonoma State University, and is certified as a 
Registered Professional Archaeologist. Her experience in cultural resources management 
includes both government and private sector employment and contracting for archaeological 
field services and historic research, documentation of resource assessments for Initial Studies 
(IS), Environmental Assessments (EA), Environmental Impact Reports (EIR), and 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS). Ms. Roper is a registered archaeologist with the 
California Historic Resources Information System. 
 
Ms. Roper has participated in planning efforts with numerous governmental entities in the San 
Joaquin Valley. She has prepared heritage preservation ordinances for the City of Chowchilla, 
serves as advisory staff to the Chowchilla Heritage Preservation Commission, and has recently 
completed a multi-year survey and assessment of Chowchilla’s built environment. Ms. Roper 
has prepared a cultural resources records search and sensitivity analysis to be used in the 
development of a revised General Plan for the City of Coalinga, Fresno County. Ms. Roper has 
consulted with Native American tribes in the San Joaquin Valley and Sierra foothills under 
Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), which applies to General Plans, Specific Plans, and amendments 
proposed on or after March 1, 2005. SB 18 expands CEQA for the protection of California’s 
traditional tribal cultural places by requiring consultation with Native American Groups during 
these planning efforts to define resources and sacred areas and incorporate protection of these 
important resources into the planning process. 
 
Ms. Roper has served as a Lecturer in Anthropology at California State University Fresno from 
1995 to the present.  Among her many courses taught is an upper division course in Cultural 
Resources Management which provides an overview of state and federal historic preservation 
law and the identification and evaluation of cultural resources.   
 
Jon L. Brady meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for archaeology and architectural 
history.  Mr. Brady holds a B.A. in both Political Science and Anthropology and an M.A. in 
History (with an emphasis on Historical Archaeology) from California State University, Fresno.  
Mr. Brady has worked as a consulting archaeologist and historian over the last thirty years 
working with both Section 106 and CEQA compliance documents.  He has also taught at the 
community college level in California over the last sixteen years as an adjunct instructor.  
Courses taught include Ancient Civilizations, Modern European History, U.S. History, Political 
Science, Cultural Anthropology, and Field Methods in Archaeology. 
 
William B. Secrest, Jr. has been a historical researcher, specializing in Fresno County and the 
San Joaquin Valley, for the past thirty years. He holds a B.A. in Journalism from California State 
University, Fresno, and an M.S. in library science from Florida State University. In addition, he is 
a member of the Academy of Certified Archivists. Since 2006, he has been employed as the 
Local History Librarian for the Fresno County Public Library system. Among his publications are 
Fresno County: The Pioneer Years (1984) and the revised edition of Wallace Smith's San 
Joaquin Valley history, Garden of the Sun (2004). Mr. Secrest peered reviewed and conducted 
archival research for the Historical Section for this report. 
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Justin M. Brady has 10 years of archaeological survey experience in California.  He has 
participated in numerous archaeological surveys in the Greater Central Valley and the Sierra 
Nevada under the supervision of the principal investigator for the present project.  Mr. Brady 
assisted in the archival research for the Historical section of this report. 
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Table 1.  Cultural Resource Sites Identified within the San Joaquin River study area 
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representatives.



 

 

Table 2.  Cultural Resource Projects completed within ¼ mile of San Joaquin River 

County Report # Title of Report Author Date of Report 
FRESNO FR-00884 Lost Lake Park Estates R. W.  Greenwood 

Associates, Inc. 

1964 

FRESNO FR-00629 An Archaeological Reconnaissance For 

Stewart & Nuss, Inc.  Sand And Gravel 

Expansion- Fresno County, CA 

Billy J. Peck And 

Michael Crist 

No date 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00630/ 

MA- 896 

Archaeological Assessment Of The Stewart & 

Nuss, Inc.  Sand And Gravel Plant Expansion, 

Fresno County, California 

Ann S. Peak  February 1975 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR- 00433/ 

MA-112 

An Archaeological Reconnaissance of the 

Gates Substation to the Proposed Gregg 

Substation 500 KV Transmission Line, Fresno 

and Madera Counties 

Alan  Davis, Linda Dick 

and Dudley Varner 

June 1977 

FRESNO FR-00474 Lost Lake Campground Facility Jo Anne Kipps  October 1978 

FRESNO FR-00851 Strachan Reconnaissance P.M. No. 4900 

(Leland McCarthy Project) 

Donald G. Wren, 

Roberta L. Becker 

February 1979 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00339/ 

MA-110 

Archaeological Reconnaissance in the 

Herndon Substation Area, Fresno and Madera 

Counties, California 

Kathleen L. Cursi, B. A. August  1979 

FRESNO FR-00533 Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Fresno 

Metropolitan Flood Control District, Fresno 

County, CA 

Conrad C. Lopez September 1979 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00770/ 

MA-118 

Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Friant 

Dam Hydroelectric Facility, Fresno and 

Madera Counties, California 

Dudley M Varner, Ph.  

D. 

August  1980 

FRESNO FR-00349 A Cultural Resource Reconnaissance For The 

Gibson Property, Fresno County  

Michael K.  Crist April 1982 

FRESNO FR-00485 Archaeological Reconnaissance Of The 

Proposed Friant 70 KV Transmission Line, 

Fresno County, California 

Jo Anne Kipps, M. A. May 1982 

FRESNO FR-239 An Archaeological Reconnaissance Of The Ball 

Ranch, Fresno County 

Donald G. Wren July 1985 

FRESNO FR-02038 Draft Environmental Impact Report Volume 1, 

Beck Ranch Sand and Gravel Pit 

Buada Associates July 1986 

FRESNO FR-00752 Archaeological Investigation Of The Jones & 

Stokes Proposed 14 Acre DK Drainage 

Discharge Project Fresno Metropolitan Flood 

Control District 

Jim Uli March 1987 

`FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-00805/ 

MA- 120 

Archaeological Survey Report For A Proposed 

Route Adoption Study Audubon Drive Route 

145 

Lawrence E. Weigel July 1987 

FRESNO FR-00227 An Archaeological Survey of the Lemoore Oil 

Pipe Line Route, Fresno and Kings Counties, 

California  

Mark Q.  Sutton  February 1989 

FRESNO FR-01077 An Archaeological Survey of The Elrod 

Property, EA-3831, VA 3362 

Jeffrey Roberts February, 1992 

FRESNO FR-00509 Negative Archaeological Survey Report: 

Dobb’s Property 

James S. Kus and 

Claudia A. Mader 

November 1995 

FRESNO FR-00132 Cultural Resources Assessment CalMat Master 

Use Permit EIR West of Old Friant Road on the 

San Joaquin River, Fresno County 

 

Linda Dick Bissonnette June 1993 

FRESNO/ 

Madera 

FR-01572/ 

MA- 135 

Supplemental Historic Property Survey Report, 

Corridor Study and Route Adoption in North 

Fresno County and Southern Madera County  

California Department 

of Transportation 

District 6  

May 1994 

I I I I 



 

 

County Report # Title of Report Author Date of Report 
FRESNO FR-238 Archaeological Survey Report For The Friant 

Road Improvement Project Fresno County, 

California 

Applied EarthWorks, 

Inc. 

February 1999 

FRESNO FR-01581 Handbook Of Yokuts Indians   

FRESNO FR-01819 Cultural Resources Inventory And Evaluation 

Report for the San Joaquin River Parkway and 

Conservation Trust Jensen River Ranch 

Restoration Project, Fresno County, California 

Jones and Stokes February 2000 

FRESNO FR-02052 San Luis Canal/Arroyo Pasajero Flood Control 

Improvement Project, Central Valley Project/ 

State Water Project, Fresno and Kings 

Counties, California Consultation Section 106 

of The National Historic Preservation Act  

Robert I. Orlins January 2002 

FRESNO FR-00773 CalMat (Vulcan), San Joaquin Valley, Annual 

Monitoring Report 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA 

August 2002 

FRESNO FR-01921 A Cultural Resources Inventory/ Assessment Of 

The Lewis Eaton Trail- Riverside Phase 1B City 

of Fresno Parks And Recreation Department, 

Fresno, CA 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA 

August, 2002 

FRESNO FR-2017 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Campbell 

Property, Fresno County, California 

Dudley M. Varner, Ph. 

D. 

March 2004 

FRESNO FR-02083 Cultural Resources Studies For the Vulcan 

Materials Company River Rock Expansion 

Project in Fresno County, California 

Applied Earth Works, 

Inc. 

February 2005 

 

FRESNO FR-02112 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Riverfront 

Ventures Property, In The City Of Fresno, 

Fresno County, California 

Dudley M. Varner, Ph. 

D. 

April 2005 

FRESNO FR-002279 Cultural Resources Assessment- Riverfront 

Ventures LLC Tract 5358 Fresno, City of 

Fresno, Fresno County  

Colin I. Busby, Ph. D., 

RPA 

April 2006 

FRESNO FR-02306 A Cultural Resource Study Of The Riverside 

Golf Course Irrigation Lake Area In The City Of 

Fresno, Fresno County, California 

Dudley M Varner, Ph. 

D. 

April 2008 

FRESNO  A Cultural Resources Survey in Support of the 

Lost Lake Park Integrated Master Plan, Initial 

Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

Friant, Fresno, County, California.   

 

C. Kristina Roper, 

M.A., RPA with Aubrie 

L. Moriet-Naffzigger 

September 2009 
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ATTACHMENT 2:   

Table of Ownership of lands along both sides of the San Joaquin River from 1891 
through 1936. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



Table 1:  Land Ownership for 1891 (1891 Atlas of Fresno County, Thos. H. Thompson). 

County  Township  Range  Section  Quarter 
Section 

Owner  Specific Area 

Fresno  11S  21E  7  N 1/2   H. L. Mills   

Fresno  11S  21E  18  NE ¼   Geo. Howard  1 NE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  7  W ½   W. H. Mckenzie  3, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  5  N ½   Clara Mckenzie  1, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  4  NE ¼   Town of Millerton  7, NE of NE ¼  

Fresno  11S  21E  3  N ½   C. A. O Hart   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  S ½   W. B. Johnson   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  N ½   J. Enas   

Fresno  11S  20E  36    Birkhead Bros.  1, NE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  25  SE ¼   W.F. Martin and J. K. 
Martin 

1, Ne ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  25  NW ¼   J. F. Mahoney   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼   J. A. Stevens   1, NE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NE ¼   W. H. Lester  1, SE ¼ of Ne ¼ 

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NW ¼   W. C. Miller   

Fresno  11S  20E  13  W ½   W. C. Miller  1, SW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  30  N ½   J. N Walker  1, SE ¼ of SE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  E ½   F. Bullard   

Fresno  12S  20E  32  SE ¼   A. Loutit   

Fresno  12S  20E  20  SW ¼   S. Stein Berger  1, NE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  20  E ½   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NW ¼   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  E ½   Frank, E.B. and Harry Lane  1, SW ¼ of NE/ ¼ 
and 1, SE ¼ of NE ¼ 

Fresno  12S  20E  22  NW ¼   Frank, E.B. and Harry Lane   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  S ½   Anna M. Lane  1, SW ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  15  N ½  T. L. Reel & T. R. Brown  1, SW ¼ of NW 1/4 

Fresno  12S  20E  16    C. T. Forrest  1, SW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  10  NE ¼   F. E Williams   1, SE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  9  E ½   Caroline Davis   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  NW ¼   J. Austin   

Fresno  12S  20E  3  SE ¼   V. B. Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SW ¼   V. B. Cobb  1, SE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  3  N ½   W. B. Johnson   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  S ½   E. Judson  1, NW ¼ of NE 1/4 

Fresno  12S  19E  33  N ½  J. A. Waterman & W. H. 
Parker 

1 NW ¼ of SW ¼ & 
1, NW ¼ of NW ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  28    Mabel Blasingame  1, SE ¼ of SW ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NW ¼   Q. E. Striven  1, NW ¼ of NW ¼ 
and 1, NE ¼ of NW 
¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NE 1/4  J. T. Parker   



County  Township  Range  Section  Quarter 
Section 

Owner  Specific Area 

Fresno  12S  19E  27  SE ¼  J. T. Parker   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NE ¼   Mrs. Simpson  1, SE ¼ of NE ¼ 

Fresno  12S  19E  27  NE ¼   R. M Jones  1, NE ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  26    W. M Hamilton  1, NE ¼ of SW ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  35  NE ¼  V. B Cobb   

Fresno  12S  19E  25  N ½  N. W. Pemberton  1, NW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  19E  25  SE ¼   Fran Bullard   

Fresno  12S  19E  36  NE ¼  Fran Bullard   

 

Table 2.  Land Ownership for 1909 (1909 Atlas of Fresno County,  William H. Harvey, 
1909). 

County 1909  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  11s  21e  4  Nw/nw  J.N. Musick et al.  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Ne  J.N. Musick et al.  County road runs 
through 

Fresno  11s  20e  5  Sw  Mattie A. Pratt & S.A. 
Shannon 

County road runs 
through 

Fresno  11s  20e  7  Sw  Clara McKenzie  No buildings 

fresno  11s  20e  7  Ne  Friant  Building west of 
county road 

Fresno  11s  20e  18  nw  W.E. Durfee  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  24    White Friant  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  24    Geo W. Birmingham  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  25  Ne and nw  J.K. Martin  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  36  Nw  Ida E. Birkhead  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  35  Ne  Jos Birkhead  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  20e  35  Se/ne  Benj. J. Birkhead  No buildings 

             

County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3.  Land Ownership for 1891 (Official 1914 Map of Madera County, Complied by F.E. 
Smith, 1914). 

County 1914  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Madera  11S  20E  12  E ½   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  1  S ½   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  6  SW ¼   Eugene and Josephine 

Mellson 

 

Madera  11S  20E  12  NW ¼   J. Q. Anderson   

Madera  11S  20E  11  SE ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  13  NW ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  12  SW ¼   Joseph B. Pegus   

Madera  11S  20E  13  W ½   Mendoza   

Madera  11S  20E  26  NE ¼   J. Q. Porter   

Madera  11S  20E  2  S ½   E. Wuesthoff   

Madera  11S  20E  35    F. N. Roussey   

Madera  12S  20E  5  N ½   F. N. Roussey   

Madera  12S  20E  20  E ½   J. M. Cobb   

Madera  12S  20E  9  E ½   J. M. Cobb   

Madera  12S  20E  20  SW ¼   L. Zecker   

Madera  12S  20E  30    J. N. Walker   

Madera  12S  20E  19  S ½   J. N. Walker   

Madera  12S  20E  24  SE ¼   Lellan   

Madera  12S  19E  24  SW ¼   Penberton Springer   

Madera  12S  19E  26  E ½   F. E. Pitman   



County 1914  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Madera  12S  19E  28  S ½  W. J. Cleary   

Madera  12S  19E  29  S ½   Marvel and Knoblock   

Fresno  12s  20e  31    Bullard Company  Perrin Canal 

Fresno  12s  20e  32  W1/2  Lillian S. Baldwin  Perrin Canal 

Fresno  12s  20e  38  E1/2  Helm company   

Fresno  12s  20e  21  Sw of sw  Helm Company  No buildings 

Fresno  12s   20 e  21  E1/2 of sw  F.M. Lane (Lot 1)  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  21  W1/2  W.G. Farrens (Lot 2)  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  22  Nw of nw  Nora Lane  No buildings 

Fresno  12  20e  15  Sw of sw  D.S. James  Lane road/bridge 

Fresno  12s  20e  10/15  SW/NW  Jessie C. Cobb  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  10  W1/2 of 

sw1/4 

F.J. Barnett  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  10  W1/2 of 

nw1/4 

Elizabeth B. Phillips  No buildings 

Fresno  12s  20e  2/3  W12  Geo B. Clairborne  No buildings/two 

islands in river 

Fresno  12s  20e  2  Ne/ne/ne  M.L. Holley  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  18  Nw/nw  Lovina Howard  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  7  Sw  McKay  No buildings 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Sw  T.W.Pratt & S.A.Shannon  County road 

adjacent to river 

Fresno  11s  21e  5  Ne  J.N. Musick  No buildings 

 

 



Table 3.  Landownership for 1920 (1920 Atlas of Fresno County) 

County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   Riverside Country Club  2, NW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   State of California  2, NW ¼ of NW ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NE ¼   Florance Ballarrd  2 NW ¼ of NE ¼  

Fresno  12S  20E  29    Helm Co.  2 

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   Helm Co.   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SE ¼   F. M. Lane    

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   R. Veseio   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NE ¼   D. Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  SW ¼   DJ Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  NW ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  SE ¼  Katie Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼   Norb Lane   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  SE ¼ of NE ¼   Annie Thomas   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼ of NE ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  16  NE ¼   D.S. Jones   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  S ½   Cornelia Wilson   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  N ½   A.S. Salassian   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  S ½   G. B. & A. B. Halloian   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  E ½ of SE ¼   W. D. Dawson   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼ of NE ¼   Claude Corrick   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  NE ¼ of NE ¼   M. L. Brown   

Fresno  11S  21E  18  W ½ of SW ¼   White Friant Lumber Co.   



County 1920  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 

Structures 

Fresno  11S  21E  18  NW ¼   W. Durfey & A. B. Wishon   

Fresno  11S  21E  8  W ½   L. A. Blasingame   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  SW ¼ of SE ¼  S. A. Shannon   

Fresno  11S  21E  4    W. M. H. Mckenzie   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  E ½   W. M. H. Mckenzie   

Fresno  11S  21E  3  N ½   W. M. H. Mckenzie   

 

Table 4.  Land Ownership for 1936 (Progressive Map of Fresno County, Progressive Map 
Services) 

County 1936  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  12S  19E  32  SW ¼   M. L. Cyster   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  NW ¼   S. J. Light and Power Corp   

Fresno  12S  19E  32  NE ¼   L. C. White   

Fresno  12S  19E  33  NW ¼   River Grove Land Co.   

Fresno  12S  19E  33  NE ¼  Richard Mckenzie   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  N ½   W. N. Jackson   

Fresno  12S  19E  34  NW ¼ of NW 
¼  

R. M. Jones   

Fresno  12S  19E  35  W ½   W. M McGillivray   

Fresno  12S  19E  35  NW ¼ of NW 
¼  

G & A Dvarok   

Fresno  12S  19E  36  W ½   West Coast Life Ins.   

Fresno  11S  20E  36  SW ¼ of SW 
¼  

V. V. Sample   

Fresno  11S  20E  36  SW ¼ of NW 
¼  

I. R. S. H. W. Ball   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  NW ¼ of NE 
¼  

H. W. Ball   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  SE ¼ of SE ¼   W. F. Martin   

Fresno  11S  20E  35  NE ¼ of SE ¼   J. A Giffin   

Madera  11S  20E  35  E ½   Grant & R & J Co.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼   Roullard D.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  NE ¼ of SE ¼   Grant Service Rock Co.   

Fresno  11S  20E  24  SE ¼ of SE ¼   Accidental Life Insurance   

Fresno  11S  20E  13  SE ¼   Madera Irrigation District   



County 1936  Township  Range   Section  ¼ Section  Property Owner  Buildings/ 
Structures 

Fresno  12S  20E  31  NW ¼   Fresno State College   2, NW ¼ of NW 1/4 

Fresno  12S  20E  30  NW ¼   L. Sugar   

Fresno  12S  20E  29  E ½   Myron Braphy   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼ of SW 
¼  

Myron Braphy   

Fresno  12S  20E  21  SW ¼   F. M. Lane    

Fresno  12S  20E  21  NE ¼   K. C Miller   

Fresno  12S  20E  22   NW ¼  Marry E. Hone   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  SE ¼ of SE ¼   H. E. Howe   

Fresno  12S  20E  15  NW ¼   Jessie Cobb   

Fresno  12S  20E  10   S ½   Helm W. Shoemake. Eral   

Fresno  12S  20E  10  N ½   A. S. Salisian & A. H. 
Mryahian 

 

Fresno  12S  20E  11  NW 1/4  A. S. Salisian & A. H. 
Mryahian 

 

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼   W. M & M. Pierce   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  SE ¼  Walrond Co.   

Fresno  12S  20E  2  NW ¼   K. V. Sample   

Fresno  11S  21E  7  S ½   W. E Durfey 
WhishionWatsen Co. 

 

Fresno  11S  21E  5  SW ¼   W. E. Toms   

Fresno  11S  21E  5  E ½   Mckenzie Richard   

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3: 

Native American Consultation 



 

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 Capitol Mall, RM 364

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 653-4082

(916) 657-5390 – Fax
nahc@pacbell.net

Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

 

Project:________________________________________________________

County_________________________________________________________

USGS Quadrangle

Name__________________________________________________________

Township _____ Range _______ Section(s) _________

Company/Firm/Agency:
______________________________________________________________

Contact Person: ________________________________________________

Street Address: ________________________________________________

City: ______________________________________Zip:_________________

Phone: __________________________________________

Fax: ____________________________________________

Email: ___________________________________________

Project Description:

 

   

Consultation Request http://www.nahc.ca.gov/slf_request.html
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The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust is updating its Master Plan.Sierra Valley Cultural Planning is working as a sub-consultant to The Planning Center /DC&E to provide background information on cultural resources within the 22-mileplanning area extending from the Friant Dam to Highway 99.  This includes over 6,000acres of San Joaquin River Bottom.  This information will be incorporated into an EIR tobe prepared for the San Joaquin River Parkway Trust.  We are aware of numerous areasof significance to Native peoples along the River. We wish to enter into a discussion withregional Native American representatives on how best to protect and preserve these areas.
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
015 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM H4 
SACAAMINTO, CA 95814 
(916) &SU251 
,. (918) 857-6390 
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August 13, 2012 

Ms. C. Kristina Roper, RPA 
Sierra Valley Cultural Planning 
41845 Sierra Drive 
Three Rivers, CA 93271 

Sent by FAX to: 
No .. of Pages:: 

559-561-6041 
7 

Edmupd &- pmwn. Jr;., Gpvw.aqt 

Re: Sacred lands File Seareh and Native American Contacts list for the proposed 
"San Joaquin RJyer Parkway Master Plan Update & EIR (and ConsetVation Trust 
Project) :" located along the San Joagyln River from Herndon to Friant Dam: Fresno and 
Madera Counties, Catifomi@ 

Dear Ms. Roper: 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) conducted a Sacred Lands 
provided and Native American cultural resources were identified within one-half mile 
of the project site, the 'area of potential effect' (e.g. APE): you specified. There are. 
however Native American cultural resources in close proximity to the APE. Also, please 
note; the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory is not exhaustive and does not preclude the 
discovery of cultural resources during any project groundbreaking activity. 

California Public Resources Code §§5097.94 (a) and 5097.96 authorize the NAHC 
to establish a Sacred Land Inventory to record Native American sacred sites and burial 
sites. These records are exempt from the provisions of the California Public Records Act 
pursuant to. California Govemment Code §6254 (r). The purpose of this code is to protect 
such sites from vandalism, theft and destruction. 

In the 1985 Appellate Court decision (170 Cal App 3rd 604), the court held that the 
NAHC has junsdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native American 
resources, impacted by proposed projects including archaeological, places of religious 
significance to Native Americans and burial sites 

The California Environmental Quality Act {CECA - CA Public Resources Code §§ 
21000--21177. amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes 
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment 
as ·a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within 
an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance." In order to comply with this provision. the lead agency is required to assess 
wMthAr thA pl'ftj.at'!.t \AliH h.:av,;o ,:i,n Ad,,.,,...,.. irnp•cl ,,.,.. ,th.,,_ r,e,,.,,..,.._...,.,....,, ...,;+i,.,,. th,;, ',pr,;,'fl ?-f potential 

effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. CA Government Code §65040.12(e) defines 
"environmental justice" provisions and is applicable to the environmental review processes. 
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Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. Local Native Americans may have 
knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties of the proposed 
project for the area (e.g. APE). Consultation with NatiVe American communities is also a matter 
of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). We urge 
consultation with those tribes and interested Native Americans on the list that the NAHC has 
provided in order to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural 
resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance as defined in §15370 of the CEQA 
Guidelines when significant cultural resources as defined by the CEOA Guidelines §15064.5 
(b)(c)(f) may be affected by a proposed project If so, Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines 
defines a significant impact on the environment as •substantial/ and Section 2183.2 which 
requires documentation, data recovery of cultural resources. 

The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource types included in the National 
Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders 
Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment}, 13175 (coordination & consultation) and 
13007 {Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The 
aforementiOned Secretary of the tntelior's Standards include recommendations for all 'lead 
agencies' to consider the historic context of proposed projects and to "research" the cultural 
landscaQe that might include the ·area of potential effect.· 

Partnering with local tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the 
NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA (42 U.S.C 
4321-43351) and Section 1064(f), Section 110 and (k) of the federal NHPA{16 U.S.C. 470 et 
seq), Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (23 CFR 774); 36 CFR Part 
800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et 
seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to 
all historic resource types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including 
cultural landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural 
environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, 
supportive guides for Section 108 consultation. The NAHC remains concerned about the 
limitations and methods employed for NHPA Section 106 Consultation. 

Also, California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeologicat resources during construction and mandate the processes to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other 
than a 'dedicated cemetery', another important reason to have Native American Monitors on 
board with the project. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing 
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies.I. project proponents and their 
contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. An excellent way to reinforce the relationship betWeen 
a project and local tribes is to employ Native American Monitors in all phases of proposed 
projects including the planning phases. 

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" may also be 
prot~eu under Oen:.tfon ;)04 l.1f he: Nt11"' A OJ i:11 me -'&eretary Of tne lfttenor OtserettOn IT not 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Secretary may at50 be 
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advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42 u.s.c., 1996) in issuing a decision 
on whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural significance identified in or near 
the APE and possibility threatened by proposed project activity. 

If you have any 
contact me at (91 6 

Attachment: 
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North Fork Mono Tribe 
Ron GoOde> Chairperson 
13396 Tollhouse Road Mono 
Clovis , CA 93619 
rwgoode911 @hotmail.com 

(559) 299-3729 Home 
(559) 355-1774 - cell 

North Fork Rancheria 
Elaine Fink, Chairperson 
PO Box 929 Mono 
North Fork , CA 93643 
NFRancheria@netptc.net 
(559) 877·2461 
(559) 877-2467 Fax 

Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansi 
Reggie Lewis; Chairperson 
46575 Road 417 Chuckehansi I Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 

(559) 683-6633 
(559) 683-0599 • Fax 

California Valley Miwok Tribe 
Silvia Burley, Chairperson 
10601 N Escondido PL Miwok 
Stockton , CA 95212 

offlce@cvmt.net 
209-931-4567 
209-931-4333 

This list Is current only as of the date ot this document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
Robert Ledger SR., Tribal Chairperson 
2216 East Hammond Street DumnalFoothill 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
ledgerrobert@ymail.com 
559-519-17 42 - office 

Sierra Nevada Native American Coalition 
Lawrence Bill, Interim Chairperson 
P.O. 126 Mono 
Dunlap , CA 93621 Foothill Yokuts 
(559) 338-2354 Choinumni 

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation 
Anthony Broohini, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 1200 Miwok 
Mariposa , CA 95338 Pauite 
tony_brochini@nps.gov Northern Valley Yokut 

209-379-1008 
209-628-0085 cell 

Choinumni Tribe; Choinumni/Mono 
Lorrie Planas 
2736 Palo Alto Choinumni 
Clovis , CA 93611 Mono 

Distribution of this 11st does not relieve any persan of the statutory Fffponsibility as defined kl Section 7050.5 ot the Health and Safety Code, 
S~ MA7_M ""thAOuhll., •--•- e-to>..- __.,_,. _, _ ,,,,,,._... "";-l;J"1, ~ ....... C ...... , 

Thit list ii applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regatd to cultural l'MOUl'C8S for the p,opoged 
San Joaquin Riwr ParkwlY Mastar Plan Update & lilR; located along the San Joaquin River from llemdon to Friant Dam; Frnno and Madera 
counties, California. 
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Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansl 
Sammuel Elizondo, Environmental Director 
46575 Road 417 Chuckchansi / Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 
selizondo@chukchansi.com 

559-683..f,633 

Picayune Rancheria of Chuckchansi 
Mary Motola. Cultural Specialist 
46575 Road 417 Chuckehansi I Yokut 
Coarsegold , CA 93614 
mmotola@chukchansi.com 

559-683-6633 

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation 
Les James, Spiritual Leader 
PO Box 1200 
Mariposa , CA 95338 

209-966-3690 

Chowchilla Tribe of Yokuts 
Jerry Brown 

Mlwok 
Pauite 
Northern Valley Yokut 

10553 N. Alce Road North Valley Yokuts 
Fresno CA 93720 
559-434-3160 

This 11st Is current only as of the date of this document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

North Fork Rancheria 
Leora Beihn 
32024 Poy-Ah-Now Road 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559-877..S243 

North Fork Rancheria 
Gaylen Lee 
PO Box869 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559-877-2710 

North Fork Rancheria 
Dene Fink 
32033 Poy~Ah-Now Road 
North Fork , CA 93643 

559--877-2326 

Mono 

Mono 

Mono 

Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
Eric Smith, Cultural Resource Manager 

!{!J I.JIJO 

2216 East Hammond Street Dumna/Foothill 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
nuem2007@yahoo.com 

559-519-17 42 - Office 

Distribution of this 11st does not rallove any person of the statutory f'Nf)OnSibility as dclflned In SecfJon 7050Ji of the Health and Safety Codo, 
;;i_,,..:.,.... _,.cu.,,.,,...,.,...,_,.,..,__.... e......,. ,...., .._..,. ff07'.ff q,t u~v f"ul,lCIQ rto;Jou~ o~. 

Thit litt is applicable fot contacting local Natw. Anwiricans with ,egard to cultural feSOUtceS for the ~ 
Son Jo.lQuln River Palkway Mastar Plan Update & BR; localed along thlt San Joaquin River from heMdon to Friant Dam: Fl'9$n0 and Madera 

counties, Callfomla. 
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Big Sandy Raneheria ot Mono Indians 
Uz Hutchins Kipp, Chairperson 
P .0. Box 337 / 37302 Western Mono 
Auberry , CA 93602 
ck@bigsandyrancheria.com 
(559) 855-4003 
(559) 855-4129 Fax 

Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians 
Robert Marquez, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 209 Mono 
Tollhouse , CA 93667 
(559) 855-5043 
559-855-4445 - FAX 

Table Mountain Rancheria 
Bob Pennell, Cultural Resources Director 
P.O. Box 410 Yokuts 
Friant , CA 9002&-0177 

(559) 325-0351 
(559) 217-9718- cell 
(559) 325-0394 FAX 

Kings River Choinumni Farm Tribe 
John Davis, Chairman 
1064 Oxford Avenue Foothill Yokuts 
Clovis , CA 93612•z.!11 Choinumni 
(559) 307"6430 

ThlS list Is current only a of the date of th&$ document. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Dunlap Band of Mono Historical Preservation Soc 
Mandy Marine, Board Chairperson 
p_Q Box 18 Mono 
Dunlap , CA 93621 
mandy_marine@hotmail. 
com 
559-27 4-1705 

The Choinumni Tribe of Yokuts 
Rosemary Smith, Chairperson 
1505 Barstow Choinumni 
Clovis , CA 96311 Foothill YoKut 
monoclovis@yahoo.com 

Frank Marquez 
P .0. Box 565 Mono 
Friant , CA 93626 Foothill Yokut 
francomarquez@pmr.org 
559-213-6543 - cell 
559-822-3785 

Distribution of this list does not ralleve any parson of the statutary "9Spol'ISibility as defined in Section 7050.S of the Health and Safety Cade, 
~ S00~.04 MthA Duhlm a-,,,u...,,_ ~ ... - ~- .f'»7,99 9'W.. P\da,li(, ~ Oo<k;. 

This list is applicable for contacting local Mat.Ive Americans With n,gard to cuftunll ,esou,oes for the proposed 

San Joaquin River Parkway Master Plan Update & EIR; located along the San Joaquin Rlwr fram hemdon to Friant Dam: FN¥no and Madera 

counties, Calibnia. 
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Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Goverment 
John Ledger, Assistant Cultural Resource Manage1 
2216 East Hammond Street Dumna/Foothlll 
Fresno , CA 93602 Mono 
ledger17bonnie@yahoo.com 

559-519-17 42 - office 

This list iS current only as of the date of this dacul'nC!nt.. 

Native American Contact 
Fresno and Madera Counties 

August 13, 2012 

Distribution of thi$ list dOes not ntfNMt any person of the statutory tesponsibility as defined In Section 7050.5 of the ._.Ith and safety Code, 
Section 5091_94 of tM Publie - e- ...... ---. ~~-ff.,..., ......... ftQOVUnHRII Gode. 

ihl& 11st Is appHcable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural - for tha proposed 

San Joaquin Rlvar Patttwa, lla&ter Plan Update & et~ located along the San Joaquin Rlwrfram hemdon to Friant Dair!: Fresno and Madera 

countiag. caHfGmla. 
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Sample Letter 
 

 

 
 

                41845 Sierra Drive, Three Rivers, CA 93271           Tel.: (559) 561-3816 / Fax: (559) 561-6041         kroper@wildblue.net 

 

21 November 2012 
 
Mr. John Ledger, Assistant Cultural Resource Manager 
Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Government 
2216 East Hammond Street 
Fresno, CA 93602 
 
Re: Cultural Resources and Existing Conditions Assessment for the San Joaquin River 

Parkway Master Plan Update and EIR, San Joaquin River Conservancy Trust, Friant Dam 
to SR 99/Herndon, Fresno County, California 

 
Dear Mr. Ledger: 
 
 The San Joaquin River Parkway and Conservation Trust is updating their existing Master 
Plan (adopted July 20, 2000).  The updated Master Plan will provide goals, objectives, and policies 
guiding River Parkway Trust actions.  Adoption of the updated plan requires preparation of a 
program-level Environmental Impact Report, as specified in the implementing regulations of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; as amended March 2010).   
 
 The Planning Center / DC&E has contracted with the River Parkway Trust to prepare a 
program level EIR.  The EIR will include, among other components, a summary of existing 
conditions and resource assessments of the physical setting, biological and cultural resources, 
infrastructure and hydrology, traffic and circulation, as well as opportunities and constraints.   
 
 Sierra Valley Cultural Planning is preparing a cultural resource assessment for the Parkway 
to satisfy the requirements of CEQA. An important part of this assessment is consultation with 
Native American communities.   
  
 Many Native American traditional cultural properties and sacred sites have been identified 
along the San Joaquin River within and in close proximity to Parkway lands.  An important part of 
future planning for conservation of these resources includes input from the Native American 
community on how these significant resources should best be protected.  In addition to cultural 
sites, there are also plant resources which are of great importance for Native Americans, and 
access to these resources on Parkway lands is important in order to gather material for basket 
weaving and other traditional Indian art. 
 
  I am hoping to meet with you and others who share concerns for the conservation of these 
important sites.  I will follow this letter with a phone call in the next few days to discuss how we can 
work together to protect and preserve Native American cultural sites and traditional gathering 
places. 
 
 Thank you for your assistance in this matter.  Please feel free to give me a call at (559) 
288-6375 if you have any questions or comments. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
C. Kristina Roper 
Principal 

- ~ ?i IE:RRA CULTURAL PLANNING -------------- 'IALLE:Y 
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San Joaquin River Parkway 
Transportation Study 
 

Existing Conditions Report 
 
 

IN T R O D U C T I O N    
 
This transportation study was prepared to assess the current conditions 
surrounding the San Joaquin River Parkway in and near Fresno, California. The 
intent of this document is to provide an overview of the regional and local 
planning efforts that have taken place to assist in the deployment of multi-modal 
transportation within and to the Parkway. The report represents the initial 
planning efforts to develop a comprehensive and sustainable transportation 
system to serve the current and future needs of the Fresno and Madera counties.  
 
The Parkway study area straddles the San Joaquin River on both the Madera 
and Fresno County sides and runs from State Highway 99 to Friant Dam. The 
Parkway is 22 miles in length and includes approximately 4,000 acres and six 
miles of multi-use trails. The San Joaquin River Conservancy has acquired 
approximately 1,700 acres within the developing Parkway. These lands provide 
for the protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, public access for fishing, 
boating, and other recreation, and education about natural and cultural resources. Figure 1 shows the Parkway location.  
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B A C K G R O U N D   

 
The development of communitywide and regional facilities is a high priority 
within Fresno County. Transportation planning efforts have for the past 30 
years called for a balanced program with increased emphasis on integration of 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian systems into the core street and highway 
programs. As such the Council of Fresno County Governments (Fresno COG) 
has through the Regional Transportation Plan established a multi-modal 
approach emphasizing sustainable transportation strategies.  
 
Planning Context  
 
The Parkway represents a unique combination of transportation components 
and includes automobile, transit, bicycle, pedestrian (hiking) and some limited 
equestrian.  As a multi-modal facility, the Parkway can play a key role in providing recreational opportunities, limited 
commuter options, as well as, establishing a multi-modal corridor benchmark for the region. The Non-Motorized 
Transportation Element of the Regional Transportation Plan is focused on regional, metropolitan, and community 
bikeway and multi-use trails. For many, the use of bicycles as a means of transportation has several appealing aspects. 
Bicycling has positive air quality, energy, economic and health impacts and can reduce automobile congestion. From an 
air quality perspective, every bicycle trip that replaces an auto trip results in cleaner air. Bicycles do not consume limited 
fuel, maintenance is low, and bicycling can be used for commuting as well as for recreational purposes while providing 
physical exercise. 
 
Furthermore, the relationship between transit, bicycling, and pedestrian trips is important to the Fresno COG and to the 
communities within Fresno County. The Blueprint Planning Program along with the Public Transportation Infrastructure 
Study (PTIS) are of primary importance in addressing this relationship. For example, Blueprint Smart Growth Principles 

consu l ting 
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Regional Goals for the development of bicycle 
transportation in Fresno County are as follows: 
 
Planning - The recognition and integration of the 
bicycle as a valid transportation mode in 
transportation planning activities. 
Physical Facilities - Safe, convenient, and 
continuous routes for bicyclists of all types that 
interface with and complement a multimodal 
transportation system. 
Safety and Education - Improved bicycle safety 
through education and enforcement. 
Encouragement - Increased acceptance of bicycling 
both as a legitimate transportation mode on public 
roads and highways and as a transportation mode 
that is a viable alternative to the automobile. 
Implementation - Increased development of the 
regional bikeways system and related facilities by 
maximizing funding opportunities. 
 

include “create walkable neighborhoods, mix land uses, and provide a variety of transportation choices” among many 
others.  
 
The Measure C Extension approved by the voters in November 2006 requires that by January 1, 2012, all jurisdictions 
within Fresno County will have updated and/or adopted a Master Plan for Trail, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities that 
promotes connectivity within all of Fresno County and its urban areas. The Master Plan will be the guiding document for 
upgrade and/or installation of such facilities. If any jurisdiction fails to meet this goal, the earmarked funds for trail, 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities shall be withheld by the Fresno County 
Transportation Authority until such time as a jurisdiction is in 
compliance. 
 
While much of the basic work of planning for regional and metropolitan 
bikeway systems was done in this area in the 1970s and 1980s, both the 
City of Fresno and the County of Fresno have recently updated their 
bike and trail plans. The City of Fresno completed the Bicycle, 
Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (BMP) in 2010 and it is intended to 
guide and influence bikeway policies, programs, and development 
standards to make bicycling in the City of Fresno more safe, 
comfortable, convenient, and enjoyable for all bicyclists. The ultimate 
goal of this effort is to increase the number of persons in the City of 
Fresno who bicycle for transportation to work, school, errands or for 
recreation. The BMP has been developed to complement the Public 
Facilities Element of the 2025 Fresno General Plan (GP), which includes 
goals and policies to accommodate all modes of transportation through 
a balanced system of streets, highways, rail systems, public 
transportation, and airports. The BMP does support the full 
development of a Class 1 Bike Path the entire length of the Parkway. 

The BMP also calls for two additional crossings of the San Joaquin River; along SR 99 (to be part of the widened freeway 

consu l ting 
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structure) and between the BNSF railroad bridge and SR 41. According to the California Streets and Highways Code, 
Sections 890 through 894.2, local agencies must complete a BMP to qualify for grant funds issued by the California 
Department of Transportation through the Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA). California plans must be no more than 
five years old. 
 
In addition to the BMP, a number of years ago, the City of Fresno modified its street design standards for the construction 
of collectors and arterials in newly developing areas to add five feet per side for bike lanes. The adoption of this standard 
has promoted the long-term development of a bikeway system in newer areas. Within the City, several miles of bikeways 
have been added, particularly in the Woodward Park and Bullard Community Plan areas each of which supports 
connectivity to the Parkway.  
 
In 2008, the State of California enacted AB 1358, the Complete Streets Act, which 
requires cities and counties to incorporate provisions for multimodal streets into 
their General Plan Circulation Elements starting in 2011. This requirement will 
result in streets, roads and highways that better meet the needs of pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and others in a manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban or urban 
context of the General Plan. 
 
The Final Fresno County Measure C Extension Expenditure Plan includes 
additional requirements applying to all streets, roads and highways utilizing 
either regional or local allocation funds. For example, every highway, 
expressway, super-arterial, arterial, or collector within the County constructed or 
reconstructed in whole or in part with Measure C Extension funds shall include 
accommodations for bicycle travel either by a shared roadway or by bike lane. 
Measure C funds may be used for new construction of pedestrian/bicycle trails, 
bike lane, and for the development of the Master Plan as well as retrofitting 
pedestrian/bicycle trails within the circulation system that existed as of January 
2007 or the date of adoption of the Master Plan. Trails built with earmarked or 

Urb Exhibit 4 •21 
an Blkaways System 
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other Measure C Extension funds shall, at a minimum, be designed in accordance with the design criteria for bicycle paths 
and multi-purpose trails set forth in the California Highway Design Manual, Chapter 1000, Bikeway Planning and 
Design, with certain caveats as noted in the Final Measure C Extension Expenditure Plan. 
 
The County of Fresno Bicycle Master Plan outlines a number of improvements to the surrounding county road system. 
The County calls for the completion of the Class 1 Bike Path from Fresno to Friant Dam. Fresno County will implement 
this critical segment of the bikeway as funding becomes available.  
 

Of special note is the limited level of access, facilities and planning on 
the Madera County side of the Parkway. While some access is 
provided via Sycamore Island or Wildwood Park, the Madera side of 
the Parkway is fairly rural and underdeveloped. No substantial 
improvements have been made on the Madera side and results in very 
little access and very limited use. Substantial development is under 
consideration near Valley Childrens Hospital and to the east of SR 41.   
 
The 2004 Regional Bike Plan calls for a Class III bike route along Road 
36, SR41 and along Avenue 12 between SR 41 and the River.  A Class 
III Bike Route is also designated for Cobb Ranch Blvd. between 
Avenue 10 and San Joaquin River Parkway. The Plan calls for the 
development of a Class II Bike Lane along Avenue 9 between SR 99 

and SR 41, as well as a Class II Bike Lane along Road 204 between the River and Road 145. None of these facilities 
currently exist and only the Avenue 12 and Cobb Ranch Blvd. Class III Bike Routes would provide any direct connection 
to the Parkway. All other designated routes or lanes will need to be integrated into the Parkway via road connectors or 
access through private lands. Funding for these improvements will likely come from a combination of Measure “T”, 
Transportation Development Act and developer contributions.  
 

County of Madera 
Bicycle Plan 
Exhibit 1-4 
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And finally, there is an ongoing need to focus on implementation of facilities through development project requirements 
and through active programs undertaken by the County or the City. Working directly with the development community, 
bike and trial facilities can be implemented as private development projects are constructed.  
 
Funding  
 
Within the new Fresno County Measure C Program, 4% of funding is allocated to pedestrian/trails/bicycle facilities 
subprograms while fully 24% of funding is allocated to the Regional Public Transit Program, including the Public Transit 
Agencies Subprogram (19.66%), the Farmworker/Car/Van Pools Subprogram (1.16%), the New Technology Reserve 
Subprogram (2.10%) and the ADA/Seniors/Paratransit Subprogram (0.79%), among others. In addition, the 2011 RTP 
includes new policy regarding Complete Streets and policy enhancements suggested by the Fresno County Department of 

Public Health that emphasize walking, bicycling, and transit for reasons of 
health and well-being. Policy and funding are finally coming together to 
establish an achievable, not just theoretical, relationship between transit and 
bicycling/pedestrian infrastructure. 
 
The Transportation Development Act requires that 2% of the Local 
Transportation Fund be set aside each year for bicycle and pedestrian purposes. 
The Fresno COG apportions these monies annually to each jurisdiction, 
proportionate to its population. Recent years have shown growing use of these 

funds for pedestrian projects, particularly as local jurisdictions looked for funding to meet ADA requirements. With 
growing emphasis on air quality and Transportation Demand Management objectives and with funding available 
through the Measure C Extension Program that must be spent on ADA improvements, the focus may shift back to 
bikeway system implementation. 
 
The proposed Fresno COG Master Plan for Trail, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities calls for the development of a complete 
trails system within the Parkway between State Highway 99 and Friant Dam. The 20-year Measure C Extension Program 
estimated countywide funding for bicycle facilities is $15 million; for pedestrian/trails in the urban area (Clovis and 
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Fresno Spheres of Influence) is $37 million; and for pedestrian/trails in the rural area is $16.3 million. All toll, it is 
estimated that approximately $68 million will be made available over the life of the Measure program.  
 
The Madera County Bike Plan which included substantial funding for bikeways and related facilities.  These funds 
included have numerous sources of federal, state, and local funding programs. Each specific project must be evaluated 
according to available programs, which fluctuate year to year in amount allocated and in competition with other areas. 
The major sources for bikeway funding identified in the Plan include the State Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA), 
which provides approximately $5 million annually. Also eligible for use in developing the designated bike facilities is the 
Transportation Development Act funds and the Measure “T” funds. Both of which are competitive and limited in 
availability.  
 

E X I S T I N G  CO N D I T I O N S   

 
The profile of the existing transportation conditions surrounding the Parkway reviews the status of the street system, the 
transit system, the bike system and the parkway system. Each of the following sections summarizes the key features of 
the transportation mode and highlights challenges facing that mode and the Parkway.  
 
Streets 

 
The current street system surrounding the Parkway and providing access is a mature urban system on the south side of 
the River and a rural road system north of the River. The major streets providing regional and communitywide access to 
the Parkway include State Highways 41 and 99, Herndon Avenue and Friant Road. City Arterials of note include 
Cornelia, Van Ness, Palm, Copper, Shepherd and Willow.  
 
Level of Service 
The existing traffic conditions were evaluated to develop a base line or beginning point for understanding the street and 
highway network. This analysis was completed for the two state highways, arterials and selected collector streets near the 
Parkway. The analysis focused on the generalized level of service on each of the selected roadways. This assessment was 
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intended to provide an overview of the functionality of the street and more detailed assessments can be made at the sub-
segment or intersection level.  
 
The evaluation of street capacity was the central focus of the analysis process. A street or highway's capacity is affected by 
a number of factors. The number of lanes, the location and spacing of intersections, the type of traffic control devices used 
(stop signs, traffic signs, etc.), the traffic signal timing plan, the use of on-street parking, the percentage of trucks and the 
number and location of adjacent driveways all have an effect on the carrying capacity of a particular segment of street or 
highway. 
 
The evaluation of a street's capacity introduces the concept of level of service, 
which is defined as a qualitative measure describing operational conditions, 
within a traffic stream, and the perception of these conditions by motorists. A 
specific level of service definition generally describes these conditions in terms of 
such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, 
comfort and convenience, and safety. Level of service is divided into six 
categories and are given a letter designation from “A” to “F”, with “A” 
representing the best operating conditions and “F” representing the worst. 
 
For the purposes of assisting in the definition of level of service, volume-to-capacity ratios have been developed. Each 
level of service falls into a range of volume-to-capacity. Volume as used in this instance is the actual (existing) 24-hour 
traffic volume on a specific segment of street or highway, which is then converted into a peak hour volume. The peak 
hour volumes were estimated assuming they represent 10% of the daily volume. The corresponding ratio or percentage 
relates to the street's ability to carry that volume of traffic efficiently. The closer the volume gets to the capacity, the lower 
the operating efficiency of the street. For example, from 80% to 90% of capacity the street begins to show deterioration in 
operating efficiency, but continues to provide a reasonable level of service. After 90% of capacity is reached, the street 
begins operating less efficiently and the driver is subject to excessive delays. The following is a complete definition of 
each level of service category. 
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LEVEL 
OF 

SERVICE 
TYPE OF 

FLOW DELAY MANEUVERABILITY VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO (V/C) 
A Stable Flow Very slight delay.  Progression is very favorable, 

with most vehicles arriving during the green phase 
not stopping at all. 

Turning movements are 
easily made, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of 
operation. 

0.00-0.59 

B Stable Flow Good progression and/or short cycle lengths.  
More vehicles stop than for LOS A, causing higher 
levels of average delay. 

Vehicle platoons are formed.  
Many drivers begin to feel 
somewhat restricted within 
groups of vehicles. 

0.60-0.69 

C Stable Flow Higher delays resulting from fair progression 
and/or longer cycle lengths.  Individual cycle 
failures may begin to appear at this level.  The 
number of vehicles stopping is significant, although 
many still pass through the intersection without 
stopping. 

Back-ups may develop 
behind turning vehicles.  
Most drivers feel somewhat 
restricted. 

0.70-0.79 

D Approaching 
Unstable 

Flow 
The influence of congestion becomes more 
noticeable.  Longer delays may result from some 
combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle 
lengths, or high volume-to-capacity ratios.  Many 
vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not 
stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are 
noticeable. 

Maneuverability is severely 
limited during short periods 
due to temporary back-ups. 

0.80-0.89 

E Unstable 
Flow 

Generally considered to be the limit of acceptable 
delay.  Indicative of poor progression, long cycle 
lengths, and high volume-to-capacity ratios.  
Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences. 

There are typically long 
queues of vehicles waiting 
upstream of the intersection. 

0.90-0.99 

F Forced Flow Generally considered to be unacceptable to most 
drivers.  Often occurs with over saturation.  May 
also occur at high volume-to-capacity ratios.  There 
are many individual cycle failures.  Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also be 
major contributing factors. 

Jammed conditions.  Back-
ups from other locations 
restrict or prevent movement.  
Volumes may vary widely, 
depending principally on the 
downstream back-up 
conditions. 

1.00 plus 

Source:   Highway Capacity Manual  
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Roadway 2011 Daily PM PM Dir Dir Biased PK Split
Road Segment Median Type Vol Peak % Peak Bias PM Peak Dir Cap V/C LOS

State Route 99 Herndon to Avenue 7 2 Divided Fwy 64,000 0.1 6400 0.55 3,520      2,200             4,400  0.80 D

State Route 41 Friant Rd. to Valley Childrens 2 Divided Fwy 62,000 0.1 6200 0.55 3,410      2,200             4,400  0.78 C

Road 206 Road 145 to Friant Rd. 1 Undivided Arterial 4,000 0.1 400 0.55 220         1,700             1,700  0.13 A

Children's Blvd. Avenue 9 to SR 41 3 Divided Major Art. 12,900 0.1 1290 0.55 710         1,900             5,700  0.12 A

Nees Avenue Palm to Blackstone 2 Divided Arterial 33,200 0.1 3320 0.55 1,826      1,900             3,800  0.48 A

Audobon Avenue Palm to Blackstone 2 Undivided Collector 10,900 0.1 1090 0.55 600         1,600             3,200  0.19 A

Shepherd Avenue Friant to Cedar 2 Divided Arterial 31,800 0.1 3180 0.55 1,749      1,900             3,800  0.46 A

Copper Avenue Friant to Willow 2 Divided Arterial 6,200 0.1 620 0.55 341         1,900             3,800  0.09 A

Willow Avenue Copper to Friant 2 Divided Arterial 24,300 0.1 2430 0.55 1,337      1,900             3,800  0.35 A

Friant Road SR 41 to Shepherd 3 Divided Arterial 58,400 0.1 5840 0.55 3,212      1,900             5,700  0.56 A
Shepherd to Copper 2 Divided Expressway 30,500 0.1 3050 0.55 1,678      2,000             4,000  0.42 A
Copper to Willow 2 Divided Expressway 0.1 0 0.55 -              2,000             4,000  0.00 A
Willow to Road 204 2 Divided Expressway 0.1 0 0.55 -              2,000             4,000  0.00 A

Palm Avenue Herndon to Nees 2 Divided Arterial 36,200 0.1 3620 0.55 1,991      1,900             3,800  0.52 A

Van Ness Avenue Herndon to River 2 Divided Arterial 4,500 0.1 450 0.55 248         1,900             3,800  0.07 A

Marks Avenue Herndon to River 2 Divided Arterial 0.1 0 0.55 -              1,900             3,800  0.00 A

Millburn Avenue Herndon to River 2 Divided Arterial 16,900 0.1 1690 0.55 930         1,900             3,800  0.24 A

Capacity/ 
lane/hr

Lanes 
Ea Dir
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Current levels of service on the selected street segments show that all roadways are operating at a high level for daily 
volumes. State Highway 99 does show a level of service “D” for the segment at the San Joaquin River.  It should be noted 
that some locations may be experiencing lower levels of service during specific peak hours. These reduced levels of 
service are associated with peaking and directional bias of traffic. As such this assessment has been limited to daily 
volumes and a segment level analysis methodology.   
 
Transit 
 
Fresno Area Express (FAX) operates an 
extensive fixed route and demand response 
system in the Fresno area. FAX carried more 
than 18 million fixed-route passengers last 
year and is the only service to the Parkway. 
FAX generally runs weekdays between 
5:30am to 10pm. Routes are operated on 30 
minute headways and weekend service is 
also provided. The general public fare to ride 
FAX is $1.25, while seniors and disabled can 
ride for $0.60 and children under 6 ride for 
free.  
 
Several routes provide limited access to the Parkway. None of the FAX service provides direct connection to any of the 
Parkway gateways. Route 45 operates along Herndon and has a turn-back at Milburn. Route 26 operates along Palm and 
turns-back on Nees and Ingram. Route 58e operates along State Highway 41 and provides service to Valley Childrens 
Hospital. The most direct service to the Parkway is provided by Route 30 which serves Woodward Park. This limited 
level of service to the Parkway is reflective of the development pattern of Fresno, the Parkways’ remote location relative 
to urban development and the lack, other than Woodward Park, of a significant destination or transit trip generator 
within the Parkway. 
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Clovis Transit Stageline service operates in the Clovis area, but does not provide any direct service to the Parkway. 
Likewise, the Madera County Connection provides service between Madera and Valley Childrens Hospital, but currently 
provides no direct service to the Parkway.  
 
Bicycle 
 
The City of Fresno currently has 137 miles of bikeways: 14 miles of Class I Bike Paths, 116 miles of Class II Bike Lanes, and 
7 miles of Class III Bike Routes. Class I Bike Paths are typically paved facilities separate from the city street, county 
roadway or state highway. Class II Bike Lanes are bike facilities integrated into the city street, county roadway or state 
highway and are typically located on the shoulder or the road. Class III Bike Routes are limited to signs providing 
guidance to bicyclists.   
 
Fresno Area Express (FAX) is currently equipped to accommodate bicyclists 
through their provision of bike racks on every bus, although they have 
identified that additional bicycle capacity is needed. Short term and long-
term bicycle parking is provided at certain locations throughout the City, 
although bicyclists are not guaranteed bike parking at a majority of 
destinations. According to Census 2000 Journey to Work data, 0.9 percent of 
Fresno residents currently use the bicycle as their primary means of 
commuting to work. 
 
The City’s Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (BMP) is intended to 
guide and influence bikeway policies, programs, and development 
standards to make bicycling in the City of Fresno more safe, comfortable, 
convenient, and enjoyable for all bicyclists. The ultimate goal of this effort is 
to increase the number of persons in the City of Fresno who bicycle for transportation to work, school, and errands, or for 
recreation. The BMP has been developed to complement the Public Facilities Element of the 2025 Fresno General Plan 
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(GP), which includes goals and policies to accommodate all modes of 
transportation through a balanced system of streets, highways, rail systems, 
public transportation, and airports. 
 
A number of the existing City bike facilities provide limited access to the 
Parkway. The most significant, the Eaton Trail, will be discussed in more detail 
later in this report. The balance of the facilities are Class II bike lanes integrated 
into the City multi-modal street system. For the western section of the 
Parkway, several Class II bike lanes have been installed on local streets north 
of Herndon Avenue. While not intended or designed to provide access to the 
Parkway, these bike lanes provide limited access between the residential 

neighborhoods and the Parkway gateways. Herndon Avenue provides nearly continuous bike circulation across the 
community south of the River through a combination of Class I bike paths and Class II bike lanes. While this facility does 
not provide direct access to the Parkway, it does provide connection with the community to the south as well as east-west 
circulation south of the River.  
 
East of State Highway 41, the 
Parkway has significantly more 
integrated access. This is 
provided by a series of trails and 
bike lanes throughout Northeast 
Fresno. Primary to this system is 
the Eaton Trail which begins in 
Woodward Park and continues 
to the Coke Hallowell Center for 
River Studies. In addition, Old 
Friant Road, Fresno, First, 
Cedar, Ft. Washington, 
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Champlain and Copper provide access to the Fresno side of the Parkway via a series of Class II bike lanes.  
 
Bike access and facilities on the Madera side of the River are limited to the use of County Roads. River crossings are 
limited to Road 204 near the Town of Friant, State Highway 41 and State Highway 99 and significantly impact the 
connectivity of the Parkway for bicycles and pedestrians.  
 
Parkway Facilities  
 
A number of parkway facilities have been developed to provide access (parking or trails) and a number are planned. The 
following summarizes the current access components. These form the basis for the Parkway use and generally dictate the 
types and frequency of use within the Parkway.  

 
Camp Pashayan 
Camp Pashayan is a 31-acre property located at the western end of the 
Parkway. It is managed jointly by the San Joaquin River Parkway & 
Conservation Trust (River Parkway Trust) and the California Department of 
Fish and Game as part of the San Joaquin River Ecological Reserve. Camp 
Pashayan has several picnic areas as well as a picnic shelters, and a boat launch 
appropriate for hand-carried boats such as canoes and kayaks. It is handicap 
accessible and has approximately 85 parking stalls. 
 
Sycamore Island Ranch 
Sycamore Island Ranch is a 350-acre natural area located along the San Joaquin 
River in Madera County. Sycamore Island Ranch is one of the best fishing spots 
along the River and home to a variety of species of fish (bass, catfish, blue gill 
and crappie). The Ranch includes nature trails for wildlife observation and 
relaxing walks, picnicking facilities, restrooms, and a bait shop with 
refreshments. Access to the site is off of Madera County Road 40. Parking is 
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available through a series of unpaved parking areas.  
 
Woodward Park 
The late Ralph Woodward, a long-time Fresno resident, bequeathed the major portion of his estate in 1968 to 
provide a regional park and bird sanctuary in Northeast Fresno on the south bank of the San Joaquin River 
between Highway 41 and Friant Road. This 300 acre park represents the key southern anchor of the eastern 
Parkway facilities. As such, it offers a wide variety of amenities, including restrooms, picnic sites with 
barbecues, several ponds and streams, the Shin Zen Friendship Garden, 3 playgrounds, and access to the 
Lewis S. Eaton Trail and the Parkway via Jensen River Ranch. Woodward Park is the highest activity center 
on the Parkway, enjoys the best multi-modal access and forms the southern terminus for the Eaton Trail.  
 
Jensen River Ranch 
Adjacent to Woodward Park, lies Jensen River Ranch, a 167-acre property owned by the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy. Jensen River Ranch can only be accessed by foot or by bicycle. The River Parkway Trust is 
currently working on a restoration project on the site that includes habitat restoration, a trail network, and 
picnic sites near the river. For now, the property is accessible to pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians from 
the Lewis S. Eaton Trail and through Woodward Park. River access is currently available via an interim loop 
trail, which runs between the two pastures, along the riverbank, and then back toward the bluffs. 

 
Wildwood Native Park 
Wildwood Native Park; it is located off of State Highway 41 at Cobb Ranch 
Road in Madera County.  The park is owned by the San Joaquin River 
Conservancy and managed by the City of Fresno. Amenities include 
canoeing access, hiking trails, picnic facilities, equestrian trails, fishing 
access, nature observation, restrooms, parking, which is handicap 
accessible.  
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Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies 
The River Center provides connection with the culture and natural history 
of the San Joaquin River through art and educational exhibits, programs 
and activities, gardens and links to pedestrian and bike trails. The River 
Center’s year round programs include storytelling, river-inspired art 
workshops, readings by local authors, gardening classes and kids' crafts. 
The River Center facility is centered around a restored 1890's ranch house, 
rose garden, orchard, vineyard and picnic area. The Center has 29 parking 
stalls.  
 
Lost Lake Park 
Lost Lake Park is located on Friant Road 8 miles east of State Highway 41. This 305-acre county park 
features hiking trails, canoeing, camping, riverfront picnic & barbecue facilities, restrooms, open wildlife 
habitat, boat launch, and a self-guided nature trail. Lost Lake Park has approximately 40 formal parking 
stalls and significant amounts of informal parking.  
 
Friant Cove 
Friant Cove is owned by the Conservancy and managed by California State Parks, Millerton Lake State 
Recreation Area. Friant Cove provides a Park and Ride for commuters to Fresno and Madera, hand-carried 
canoe launch, fishing, picnic tables, and restrooms. It has 62 parking stalls. 
 

Lewis S. Eaton Trail System 
The Lewis S. Eaton Trail is the main multi-use trail of the Parkway, and 
will eventually run the entire length of the Parkway from State 
Highway 99 to Friant Dam. The name is used primarily by the City of 
Fresno to designate facilities on the Fresno side of the river and the 
Counties of Madera and Fresno use other terms when referencing 
sections of the trail in their jurisdictions. Drinking fountains are located 
at the River Overlook inside Woodward Park and two miles north on 
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the trail. Restrooms are located at Woodward Park, and on the trail between Rice Road and Old Friant Road 
and at the Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies. Currently, six miles of the trail are completed. Trailhead 
parking (including horse trailers) is provided within Woodward Park for a day use fee. Parking is also 
available free of charge at the Coke Hallowell Center for River Studies .  Bike access points along Friant 
Road are at the intersections of Audubon, Fort Washington, Champlain and Copper. Fresno Area Express 
Route #30 (equipped with bike racks) stops at the trailhead at Friant Road and Audubon.  
 
Riverside Segment, Lewis S. Eaton Trail 
This short segment of the Lewis S. Eaton Trail is accessible from the Riverside Golf Course Parking lot and is 
the most significant portion of the trail west of State Highway 41. The trail dives into the river bottom down 
a steep, paved pathway; at the end of the paved trail visitors can wander down to a sandy beach at the 
river's edge. The next segment of this trail will link it with the neighborhood just east 
of the railroad crossing. This trail is not currently accessible to horses. 
 
Thomas MacMichael Sr. Loop Trail 
This trail ventures off the Lewis S. Eaton Trail onto Jensen River Ranch below 
Woodward Park. The trail meanders down to the banks of the river and is accessible 
via the Lewis S. Eaton Trail on the north side of Woodward Park. 
 
Lost Lake Park Audubon Trail 
Wandering along the banks of the river, this trail takes you on a walk through the 
more natural areas of the park. Keep an eye out for impressive mortar stones near 
the river, used long ago by native americans for grinding acorn. This is an informal 
park trail with no connection to the rest of the Parkway.  
 
Hidden Homes Nature Trail 
This 1/2 mile footpath is located immediately adjacent to the River Center. The Trail features interactive 
species exhibits and native plantings.   
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Parkway Use  
In an effort to understand the overall utilization of the trail, two count programs were conducted. Each surveyed 
selected locations along the trail to determine the level of pedestrian and bicycle activity. The first count was 
conducted on Thursday, September 13th between 5pm and 7pm, while the second survey was completed on 
Saturday, September 22 between 12 noon and 2pm. Seven locations were selected for counts;  
 

• Nees at Palm 
• Wildwood Park 
• The Trail at Jensen Ranch 
• The Trail at Copper Avenue 
• The Trail at Champlain 
• The Hallowell Center 
• Friant Cove Park 

 
These locations provide for a profile of 
activity along the Easton Trail east of SR 41 
and represent significant gateways to the 
trail and  connections into the surrounding 
neighborhoods. The following tables show 
the activity levels for each of the locations. It 
should be noted that the Trail access at the 
Hallowell Center closes at 5pm on weekdays, 
so the data at that location reflects this 
limited access.  
 
The highest pedestrian activity is 
experienced between Jensen Ranch and 

0

50

100

Pe
ds

 p
er

 p
ea

k 
ho

ur
  

Pedestrian Activity 

Weekday Counts

Weekend Counts

consu l ting 



 
San Joaquin River Parkway Transportation Study 
Existing Conditions Report 
 

20 

Copper. This represents the most developed portions of the trail and the areas with the most direct connections 
into the surrounding neighborhoods. There is a slight increase in pedestrian activity during the weekends at 
locations such as Friant Cove or the Hallowell Center and this data reflects the expanded hours of operation and 
the recreational nature of these two gateways. The highest activity was found at Jensen Ranch during the weekday 
count with 83 pedestrians using the Eaton Trail at this location. Weekday and weekend activity was approximately 
the same.  
 

The bike activity was generally concentrated 
between Jensen Ranch and Copper. Although given 
the nature of this activity, more of the Trail is 
utilized. Limited bike activity was observed at the 
Palm/Nees gateway and this reflects the lack of a 
surfaced bike trail in this location. The Jensen Ranch 
gateway was the busiest location, followed by the 
Trail at Copper and the Trail at Champlain. The 
highest bike activity was found on Saturday at 
Jensen Ranch with 56 bicyclists followed closely by 
the weekday activity at Copper with 50. Of special 
note is the weekday bike activity at Friant Cove 
which reflects the number of bicyclists that use this 
location as a staging area for longer bike trips along 
the Class 2 Bike Lane on Friant Road. Interestingly, 

the peak hour weekday activity was 21% higher than weekend peak hour bike use.  
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K E Y  IS S U E S  A N D  CH A L L E N G E S   

 
Access to the Parkway proves to be difficult west of State Highway 
41. Access points were often closed or locked with signage warning 
of trespassing violations. In addition, the location of parking facilities 
is almost unknown throughout the Parkway. Visitors are provided 
very little information on access locations and parking. There is a 
clear difference in Parkway access, parking and information in the 
area east of SR 41. Efforts should be undertaken to equalize the 
information and amenities on the Parkway to the west of SR 41.  
 
Access to the Parkway is also limited from the surrounding 
neighborhoods. The neighborhoods to the east of SR 41 have good 
access, but missing information/signage, which limits accessibility. 
The neighborhoods to the west of SR 41 have almost no north-south 
access and virtually no information. Likewise, the Madera County 
side of the Parkway suffers from very restricted access, which limits 
the use of the northern side of the Parkway. Expansion of direct 
(parking) and indirect (pedestrian and bicycle) access is critical for 
expanding the use of the Parkway.  
 
Transit service to and from the study area is limited and as such 
prohibits use of this mode for access to the Parkway. This mode is 
critical to the long term use of the Parkway facilities due to its relief 
of congestion and demand on limited parking facilities. Use of 
Fresno Area Express would bring the Parkway into alignment with 
the goals of sustainable transportation.  
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Wayfinding signage for the Parkway is almost non-existent. This lack of a unified and coherent signage program inhibits 
the use and overall enjoyment of the Parkway. Many potential users simply cannot find the access locations, parking 
facilities or trailheads. The lack of a signage program also prohibits the unification of the Parkway in the public’s mind. 
The need for a signage program may well be the single biggest impediment to the use of the Parkway. The basic purposes 
or goals of the wayfinding signage program should be: 
 

• To efficiently and safely guide and direct the public to and from the Parkway  
• To develop a common “look” and “feel” and apply consistent connectivity signage conventions for 

motorists, transit passengers, bicyclists, pedestrians and visitors. 
• To improve movement within the Parkway and provide information regarding parking and amenities. 

 
 
The wayfinding signage program should support three information platforms. 
The first is “connectivity” to the Parkway’s gateways. Travelers wishing to use the 
Parkway must be provided with clear directions to locations to connect with the 
Parkway. This signage program should begin well in advance of the gateway and 
should bring the traveler to their destination via their transportation mode of 
choice. This ease of access is currently missing and greatly influences the level of 
use of the Parkway. Further, the ease of connecting with the Parkway will greatly 
influence the overall experience of the visitor. Improving the connectivity will 
make for stronger supporters of the Parkway.  
 
“Access” to the Parkway is the second critical component of the wayfinding 

signage system. Access is provided by parking, transit stops, bicycle lanes and sidewalks. Access to the Parkway varies 
greatly and access is generally poor with ill-defined locations for entrance, parking and interface with alternative modes.  
 
The amount, ease of use and content of the information program for the Parkway and the associated facilities is somewhat 
prohibitive. The need for more extensive guidance on services and amenities is apparent. This lack of information 
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severely limits use and enjoyment of the Parkway. This wayfinding signage within the Parkway should be provided 
wherever trailheads, services, passive areas, points or areas of interest and for overall wayfinding through the Parkway.  
 
These three information platforms can be developed following simple design guidelines which are intended to provide 
tools for identifying, defining, marketing and navigating around the Parkway. Identifying the Parkway will foster 
recognition of its significance, of its boundaries and sub-areas and assist with wayfinding. Marketing the ‘brand’ of the 
Parkway will also assist in promoting its assets, feature and attractions.  The wayfinding signage program should be: 
 

• to be useable to first-time visitors and residents alike 
• to be aesthetically appropriate for the architectural context 
• to make legible, readable and understandable directions and information utilizing plain language and respecting 

existing nomenclature 
• to allow sufficient ‘redundancy’ of sign locations and messaging to enable users to find their way ‘out’ as well as ‘in’ 
• to lead a systematic approach to wayfinding planning 
• to take into consideration future needs such that the system could be expanded if the need requires it 

 
Of special note are the differences in the level and type of amenities found 
in the western portions of the Parkway (State Highway 99 to State 
Highway 41) vs. the eastern section of the Parkway (State Highway 41 to 
Friant Dam). This difference is reflected in the type and intensity of use 
found in the western Parkway, which tend to be passive, river oriented 
activities which want or need little support services and amenities. The 
eastern Parkway is typified by more active uses, hiking, biking and 
education, which require supports service and amenities. This may be by 
design or it may be a function of the historical development of the 
Parkway and the supporting grant and private funding made available. 
The resulting difference in the transportation needs, requirements and 
development are directly reflective of this stark difference in use and features of the Parkway.  
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Madera County Regional Transporation Plan  Roadway 
Capacity / Level of Service (1) 

1/29/2001 
       

  

Maximum Two-Way Average Daily Traffic (ADT)(2) 

Roadway 
Classification 

Number of 
Lanes LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 

Collector 2 7,800 9,100 10,400 11,700 13,000 
Secondary 4 15,500 18,100 20,700 23,300 25,900 
Major 4 20,500 23,900 27,300 30,700 34,100 
Arterial (3) 2 10,800 12,600 14,400 16,200 18,000 
Arterial 4 21,500 25,100 28,700 32,300 35,900 
Mountain Arterial (3) 2 9,700 11,300 12,900 14,500 16,100 
Mountain Arterial 3 12,500 14,600 16,700 18,800 20,900 
Mountain Arterial 4 22,300 26,000 29,800 33,500 37,200 
Urban Arterial 4 21,500 25,100 28,700 32,300 35,900 
Urban Arterial 6 32,300 37,700 43,100 48,500 53,900 
Urban Arterial 8 43,100 50,300 57,400 64,600 71,800 
Expressway (4) 4 24,500 28,600 32,700 36,800 40,900 
Expressway (4) 6 36,800 42,900 49,000 55,200 61,300 
Expressway (4) 8 49,000 57,200 65,400 73,500 81,700 
Freeway 4 45,900 53,600 61,200 68,900 76,500 
Freeway 6 70,500 82,200 94,000 105,800 117,500 
Freeway 8 96,300 112,400 128,400 144,500 160,500 
Freeway 10 120,400 140,400 160,500 180,500 200,600 
Notes: 

     
  

(1) All Capacity figures are based on optimum conditions and  are intended as guidelines for planning purposes only.   

(2) Maximum two-way ADT values are based on the 1999 Modified Highway Capacity Manual Level of Service Tables. 

(3) Level two-lane arterials are analyzed as arterials. 
(4) There are currently no roadways in Madera County that match this category, but capacity values are included for future 
conditions analysis. 
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